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HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES-Wednesday, April17, 1991 
The House met at 10 a.m. 
·The Chaplain, Rev. James David 

Ford, D.D., offered the following pray
er: 

As ,we pray each day for justice in the 
affairs of people, we remember particu
larly the hostages who are denied the 
freedoms that are their rightful herit
age: Our earnest petition, 0 gracious 
and loving God, is that people will be 
moved by Your spirit of reconciliation 
and peace so that the hostages will 
again know the security and warmth of 
their own lands and their own families. 
May Your presence and Your abiding 
spirit be with them and be their hope 
and strength this day and every day. 
Amen. 

THE JOURNAL 
The SPEAKER . . The Chair has exam

ined the Journal of the last day's pro
ceedings and announces to the House 
his approval thereof. 

Pursuant to clause 1, rule I, the Jour
nal stands approved. 

PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE 
The SPEAKER. Will the gentleman 

from Nebraska [Mr. BARRETT] please 
come forward and lead the House in the 
Pledge of Allegiance. 

Mr. BARRETT led the Pledge of Alle
giance as follows: 

I pledge allegiance to the Flag of the Unit
ed States of America, and to the Republic for 
which it stands, one nation under God, indi
visible, with liberty and justice for all. 

MESSAGE FROM THE SENATE 
A message from the Senate by Mr. 

Hallen, one of its clerks, announced 
that the Senate had passed a bill of the 
following title, in which the concur
rence of the House is requested: 

S. 740. An act to provide a new civil cause 
of action in Federal law for international 
terrorism that provides extraterritorial ju
risdiction over terrorist acts abroad against 
United States nationals. 

The message also announced that, 
pursuant to section 1024, title 15, of the 
United States Code, the Chair, on be
half of the Vice President, appoints Mr. 
SMITH to the Joint Economic Commit
tee. 

REPRESENTATIVE WILLIAM 
NATCHER: A NATIONAL TREASURE 

(Mr. MAZZOLI asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 

minute and to revise and extend his re
marks.) 

Mr. MAZZOLI. Mr. Speaker, it is 
very rare when we uncover one na
tional treasure within a week, but here 
we have uncovered two national treas
ures within 1 week. The first, an early 
copy of the U.S. Constitution, was 
found affixed to the rear of a picture 
bought at a flea market sale, and the 
second national treasure, uncovered 
just yesterday in the Washington Post, 
is the dean of the Kentucky congres
sional delegation, Congressman WIL
LIAM NATCHER. BILL NATCHER, my 
friend for these past 20-plus years, has 
served this Congress well. He is notable 
for the fact that since 1953 when he 
first walked into this Chamber, he has 
never missed a vote or a quorum call; 
but we who know him better know that 
his record goes beyond not missing 
votes. It is a positive record of civility, 
of decency, of competency, of court
liness, in the way he handles his re
sponsibilities. 

The only thing that I would say nega
tive about the gentleman from Ken
tucky [Mr. NATCHER] is that he always 
comes to the floor so elegantly clothed 
and so perfectly suited, so elegantly 
shod, that he makes all of us by con
trast look disheveled, really quite 
messy and in disrepair. · 

But, with that sole exception, every
thing about the gentleman from Ken
tucky [Mr. NATCHER] is wonderful and 
positive, and we in the Kentucky dele
gation are very proud to share our na
tional treasure with the United States 
and the world. 

I am including the Washington Post 
article which profiles BILL NATCHER at 
this point in the RECORD: 

[From the Washington Post, Apr. 17, 1991] 
CONGRESSMAN NATCHER, PRESENT ON ALL 

COUNTS-THE KENTUCKY OCTOGENARIAN'S 
VOTING VIGOR 

(By Lois Romano) 
In a world of excesses, he is a man of 

unheralded self-restraint. In a congressional 
atmosphere of frenetic fund-raising, surplus 
staff and haphazard attention to substance, 
he is a paradigm of order and control:-· 

There is no one left on the Hill like him: 
"When I first got here 37 years ago, I was 
number 435 out of 435," says Congressman 
William Natcher. "I looked around the House 
floor and thought, 'None of you are ever 
going to die and none of you are ever going 
to retire.' Now, here I sit.'' 

Where the gentleman from Kentucky sits 
is fourth from the top in the House of Rep
resentatives-in terms of both age and se
niority. At 81, he is one of the most powerful 
members of Congress as evidenced by the 
$200 billion purse he controls as chairman of 
the labor, health and human services and 

education subcommittee of the House Appro
priations Committee. 

He is a throwback to a time when seniority 
meant something, when a campaign could be 
paid for with a Texaco credit card, and roll 
calls weren't parliamentary weapons used to 
keep members in Washington. 

That this Democratic representative has, 
for nearly four decades, made a total of 16,883 
votes and quorum calls, paid for every cam
paign out of his own pocket and rarely uses 
more than a third of the congressional allow
ance provided to hire staff, is no small feat. 
He is the lone member of Congress who can 
boast as much. 

"When I talk to new members I say to 
them maybe it's better in the beginning to 
miss one vote that isn't so important," says 
the member who has missed not a one. "I say 
to them I don't advise you to do this. When 
you've been here as long as I have and never 
missed a day or a vote, it's right around your 
neck." 

He is a sweet and courtly man, who al
though revered by his congressional col
leagues commands little attention off the 
Hill. "He fits the part of the congressman 
from the tip of his polished black shoes to 
the top of his white hair," says Vic Fazio (D
Calif.), a member of the Appropriations Com
mittee. 

"The ultimate Southern politician," adds 
Dennis Eckart (D-Ohio). "I assure you he 
knows every member's name.'' 

"He's so identified with the institution and 
all that's good about it," says Mary Rose 
Oakar (D-Ohio ), who became the first woman 
to sit on the gym committee that Natcher 
chairs. 

The worst that is said about the man 
amounts to this: He is stubbornly practical 
about getting his massive appropriations 
bill-a prime target for wild-card funding 
amendments-through the Congress and past 
the White House. No horse trader, he. This 
singlemindedness, it is said, makes him rath
er inflexible when it comes to earmarking 
new or controversial monies, such as abor
tion funding. And predictably, he manifests 
his time-earned eccentricities. 

Hearings start at 10 a.m. sharp, adjourn at 
noon and restart at 2 p.m. No exceptions. 
"And when you're interested in a particular 
project," advises one staffer, "you better not 
leave to go to the bathroom-he stops for no 
one. That old man will sit there during a 
mark-up in 100-degree weather in hif! three
piece navy suit till 8 o'clock at night with
out moving. And you better stay real close 
to him or you'll lose whatever it is you 
want.'' 

He has saved about 16,000 pieces of mail 
sent to him over the years, and refuses tore
linquish them to House storage rooms. They 
are packaged in brown paper and piled in a 
closet in his office, which he proudly shows 
off. "I have 200 letters from presidents," he 
says, as well as letters from "Tony Randall, 
Lynda Carter and Bob Hope. . . . I keep the · 
originals." He also collects gavels, porcelain 
bells and replicas of White House china. His 
office looks like the Mount Vernon gift shop. 

He has never cared to deal with the media, 
not during his campaigns, or his years as the 
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controversial chairman of the District of Co
lumbia appropriations subcommittee when 
he intermittently held up Metro funding, or 
through recent time when he has been 
sought out for friendly stories. He agreed to 
chat for this piece, but when the interview 
was abruptly interrupted by-what else-a 
roll call, Natcher refused to speak to there
porter again. "I believe we're finished," he 
said crisply when approached after a hearing. 

Nonetheless, for an enlightening 15 min
utes he shared his philosophy and thoughts 
about the job he loves. There is something so 
poignant, even sad, about how this man de
fines his life, his loves, his losses, his uni
verse, through his perfect voting record. 

He says he had not realized he was voting 
at 100 percent until 1958, five years into his 
tenure, when a clerk phoned him to inform 
him. "Ever since then, I made up my mind 
I'd see where I could take it," he says. 

He takes no chances with his vote. He en
ters the electronic voting card he carries in 
his wallet not once, as required, but five or 
six times at different stations on the House 
floor. "Then I ask the floor clerk to check to 
make sure it took," he says. " I sat there one 
day and watched one of my colleagues vote
and we sat and waited for the light to go on 
[next to his name on the board] and it never 
did." 

He says he has had "a thousand narrow es
capes" but will only speak of one. 

When his wife of 53 years passed away in 
January, he says, he simply accepted the 
fact that he would miss his first roll call 
vote. "I just said to myself, 'Well, this is 
it,'" he says with resignation. "I just made 
up my mind to the fact'. . . . " 

There was the Monday he needed to fly his 
"beloved Virginia" to her final resting place 
in Kentucky. There was the day of viewing 
at the funeral parlor. And finally, there was 
the burial itself, scheduled for a Thursday 
that the House was in session. "I would have 
missed five votes that day," he recalls with 
precision. 

But, he says, the days seemed to break his 
way and the services were delayed because 
the six grandchildren could not make it to 
Kentucky in time. "But I had some help,'' he 
says, pointing skyward. "I guess it was just 
meant for me not to miss a vote." 

"People just don't realize how extraor
dinarily easy it is to miss a vote," says Rep. 
Tom McM111en (D-Md.), who has himself 
made the effort to maintain a perfect voting 
record since his 1986 election. "You can't 
undervalue his accomplishment .... It w111 
never be duplicated. I've already told myself 
I am not going to go crazy when I miss my 
first vote." 

There are other disciplines too. Natcher 
st111 swims aggressively in the House gym 
several times a week. Every day the House is 
in session, he keeps a journal, which he has 
locked away somewhere. Once a year he pulls 
the bound books out of their sanctuary and 
invites a photographer to memorialize the 
occasion. There are 52 volumes now. "I dic
tate and then have it typed on the finest 
bond I can find," he explains. "I put it down 
just like it happens every day. It takes some 
doing. You have to be right well organized." 

And he writes religiously to each of his 
grandchildren weekly. While all receive iden
tical letters, he is quick to note that no one 
receives a copy. "I started it when they were 
born-wrote to welcome them," he says. 
"And kept on going. Every week." 

A staff of "five ladies"-his words-helps 
him with his obsessions. "I dont' have any 
need for an administrative assistant, a press 
secretary or a legislative aide," he says flat-

ly. "We get it all done. I don't need to pay 
any 18 people." 

What he does get done with such a low 
overhead is impressive. As financial puppet
eer for some of the most popular and sen
sitive social programs around-Job Corps, 
student aid, Social Security administration, 
biomedical research-he is on the minds of 
many special interests. Labor groups and 
universities parade before him, abortion ad
vocates wince at his name, members beg him 
for pennies. 

He listens to all, changes his mind for vir
tually none. 

The job has enormous potential for power 
brokering. That he doesn't take a dime of 
campaign money, of course, greatly dimin
ishes the input of lobbying groups who would 
so like to sway him. "They all come to see 
me and I hear them out nice," he says. "But 
this is the best system. My wife-she didn't 
like the way they did things up here, but she 
believed you could be in politics and do it 
right." 

To a certain extent, Natcher has tried to 
preserve the purity of 1953, the year he came 
to Washington by virtue of a special elec
tion. To the amazement-and at times frus
tration-of his peers, he has never been influ
enced by the times. He believes he is re
elected not because he is so powerful or so 
smart, but because he effectively does his 
"duty." He still runs his own reelection cam
paign, driving himself from event to event. 
He says his last campaign cost him a little 
more than $6,000. 

The Washington Post files on him overflow 
with stories about his tightfisted control of 
the D.C. appropriations subcommittee in the 
'60s and early '70s. He is legendary for his re
fusal to release m111ions in Metro funding
despite public pleas by President Nixon. To 
Natcher, it was cut and dried: If the local 
government was not upholding its end of the 
bargain to improve the highways, it didn't 
get the money. "It took the combined effort 
of the White House and the House leadership 
to get that money finally released," recalls 
Rep. Dave Obey (D-Wis.), then a junior mem
ber of the subcommittee. "If you decide to 
fight him, you'd better be prepared to pull 
out all the stops. He believes you can only 
have one quarterback at a time-and he's it 
on his committee." 

In recent years, liberal House Democrats 
have been stymied by Natcher's refusal to 
loosen restrictions for federally funded abor
tions. (The b111's language for the past dec
ade permits federal funding of abortions only 
if the mother's life is in jeopardy.) Over his 
reservations, the House slapped an amend
ment onto his bill two years ago that would 
have allowed abortion funding in times of 
rape or incest. President Bush vetoed the 
b111, and the House failed to override the 
veto. 

Sources say Natcher remains adamant 
against introducing such funding into his 
b111 again. But the abortion-rights Demo
crats still hope to persuade Natcher to give 
his blessing to an extended floor debate on 
the matter. "We want an up-or-down vote on 
this issue," says one such Democrat who did 
not want to be identified. "But to his prac
tical mind, it's counterproductive to getting 
his b111 passed. Those of his generation sim
ply fail to acknowledge there might be some 
value in simply making a point." · 

On other issues of a contemporary nature, 
however, members say Natcher tries. "I've 
been badgering him on [funding for] breast 
cancer research," says Oakar, "and he's real
ly evidenced a desire to learn about the 
issue." 

Says one member of the Appropriations 
Committee: "You're not going to see him 
poring over the newest studies on this or 
that, but he does listen. I mean, he wasn't 
the last member of the Congress to realize 
the importance of AIDS research funding." 

During the brief interview, Natcher alludes 
to the time when he might quit the good 
fight. He says the bells and china in his of
fice would then go to his lone granddaughter. 
And the gavels and other masculine memen
tos would be given to the grandsons. He says 
that upon his retirement, he would also re
lease his prized journals. 

And the question is posed: Is he planning 
to cast his last vote any time soon? 

"Oh, no, no," he says, quite astonished by 
the question. "No plans. No plans at all." 

And then, the bell tolls once again for B111 
Natcher. 

INTRODUCTION OF RESOLUTION 
CALLING FOR WAR CRIMES 
TRIAL AGAINST SADDAM HUS
SEIN AND IRAQI OFFICIALS 
(Mr. LANTOS asked and was given 

permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his re
marks.) 

Mr. LANTOS. Mr. Speaker, on behalf 
of the distinguished ranking Repub
lican on the Foreign Affairs Commit
tee, my good friend, the gentleman 
from Michigan [Mr. BROOMFIELD] and 
myself, today I am introducing a con
current resolution calling upon the 
President of the United States to take 
action through the United Nations to 
bring Iraqi officials, beginning with 
Saddam Hussein, before an appropriate 
international tribunal to be judged for 
war crimes and crimes against human
ity. 

We have seen during the course of re
cent years, beginning with the gassing 
of Kurdish citizens of Iraq years ago, 
Saddam Hussein engaging in a pattern 
of crimes against humanity, genocide, 
the mass killing of innocents. Our tele
vision screens are filled with children 
and old people dying of hunger, disease, 
and cold and persecution and heli
copter gunfire. 

The 12 nations of the European Eco
nomic Community are calling for the 
same action. It is high time that Sad
dam Hussein and his henchmen pay for 
their crimes before an international 
tribunal properly constituted.! 

A CLEAR CHOICE ON BUDGET 
PRIORITIES 

(Mr. MILLER of California asked and 
was given permission to address the 
House for 1 minute and to revise and 
extend his remarks.) 

Mr. MILLER of California. Mr. 
Speaker, later today the House of Rep
resentatives is going to get a very clear 
choice on the budget priorities of this 
Nation. We are going to get an oppor
tunity to vote not only on the resolu
tion presented by the Budget Commit
tee, but also on the resolution that was 
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sent to this Congress by the President 
of the United States. 

It has been suggested by our Repub
lican counterparts that there is no dif
ference between these budgets, but I 
think when the Members have a chance 
to examine these alternatives they will 
understand that there is a very real 
fundamental difference between these 
budgets and the future of this coun
try's children and the future of this 
country's working men and women in 
their efforts to support their families, 
to provide for an education, to achieve 
health care, and to provide for the safe
ty of their children. 

There are dramatic and very substan
tial differences in the health care of 
very young children and our ability to 
fight off infant mortality, to improve 
the health statistics of young children 
who have problems in their ability to 
thrive from the very onset of life in 
this country. 

We have an opportunity in the Demo
cratic budget to reverse those figures, 
to reverse those declines, to make 
major commitments for full participa
tion in the Head Start Program, the 
most successful pre-education program 
that we have in this Nation, yet only a 
third of the children who are already 
eligible without expanding eligibility 
are able to participate. The other two
thirds fall between the cracks, become 
far more expensive, and end up drop
ping out of school. That is the dif
ference in the two budgets. 

THE BUDGET AND FAIRNESS 
(Mr. NAGLE asked and was given 

permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his re
marks.) 

Mr. NAGLE. Mr. Speaker, for months 
now, the pundits have been writing 
that President Bush really has no do
mestic agenda. 

The pundits are wrong. 
The President has a domestic agenda. 

It is just not one that includes many of 
America's working families. 

Today, this body will consider the 
President's budget, which is the es
sence of his agenda. It would cut Medi
care; put such rigid restrictions on col
lege student aid that most middle in
come working families would be ex
cluded entirely, and underfund the war 
against drugs and crime. 

Oh yes. There is one more thing. It 
also asks-again-that we approve a 
capital gains tax break for the rich. 

Fortunately, the House Budget Com
mittee' has drafted an alternative. It 
protects Medicare. It invests more in 
education for all Americans; and it pro
vides the funds necessary to obtain the 
personnel, equipment, and training re
quired to back up all the tough talk 
against drugs and crime. 

And-quite reasonably, in this Mem
ber's view-it also asks that the rich 
pay their fair share. 

I congratulate the chairman of the 
House Budget Committee, Mr. PA
NETTA, and urge my colleagues to sup
port the committee's budget. 

For those who care about fairness 
and America's working men and 
women, Mr. Speaker, the choice is 
clear. 

THE RAILROAD STRIKE 
(Mr. TRAFICANT asked and was 

given permission to address the House 
for 1 minute and to revise and extend 
his remarks.) 

Mr. TRAFICANT. Mr. Speaker, the 
railway workers are on strike, and I do 
not blame them. How would you like to 
go three years without a pay raise? 
How would you like to have your se
niority stripped away? How would you 
like to report to work and be told that 
you are reassigned 1,500 miles away 
next weekend? 

And listen, if you raise your voice, 
listen to what you are told. You are 
told, "Look here, Buster, be thankful 
that you have a job." 

The truth is, Mr. Speaker, the Amer
ican worker is sick and tired of getting 
the shaft. Their wages have been cut, 
their benefits have been stripped, their 
pensions are underfunded, and in some 
cases they are even taken away, stolen. 

0 1010 

Their jobs are shipped overseas, their 
families are fractured. 

But, "Look here, Buster, don't com
plain, be thankful you have a job." 

Ladies and gentlemen, the American 
workers have but one weapon, and that 
is to strike, and it is a shame they 
have to strike, but it is up to labor. 
Since the air traffic controllers, if or
ganized labor lets the railway workers 
go down the chute, then there is no one 
left to help these workers but labor 
unions. 

I am hoping Congress addresses the 
issues and gives some fairness to the 
American workers. They sure deserve 
it. 

INTRODUCTION OF BUDGET SIM
PLIFICATION AND REFORM ACT 
(Mrs. PATTERSON asked and was 

given permission to address the House 
for 1 minute and to revise and extend 
her remarks.) 

Mrs. PATTERSON. Mr. Speaker, 
once again we in Congress find our
selves standing at the entrance of the 
budget maze. We have tough battles to 
fight and difficult decisions to make as 
we work our way through the twists 
and turns, toward the goal of achieving 
a fair and adequate budget solution. 

Today, I am introducing the Budget 
Simplification and Reform Act. This 
bill attempts to bring some sanity to 
the Federal budget process. It is my 
hope that this bipartisan approach will 

help make our budget process simpler, 
stronger, and more honest. 

Among the ideas included in the bill 
are limitations on continuing resolu
tions, an expedited rescission process, 
and the elimination of the current 
services baseline. It would also amend 
congressional budget procedures to 
provide for a biennial budget and a 
binding budget resolution. 

Under BSRA, all provisions of appro
priations bills that benefit 10 or fewer 
beneficiaries would have to be dis
closed. In addition, it would require 
that both the President and the Con
gress identify funding sources for any 
additional Federal spending. 

I ask that my colleagues consider 
this legislation as we work toward 
reaching an equitable budget solution. 

CONGRESSIONAL SUPPORT FOR 
RECOMMENDATIONS OF KNIGHT 
COMMISSION ON INTERCOLLE
GIATE ATHLETICS 
(Mr. NEAL of Massachusetts asked 

and was given permission to address 
the House for 1 minute and to revise 
and extend his remarks.) 

Mr. NEAL of Massachusetts. Mr. 
Speaker, I am sure many of us were en
thralled with the NCAA basketball 
championships. We had the oppor
tunity to watch some very talented 
men and women play some superb bas
ketball. Now that March madness is 
over we should do more than cheer for 
the young men and women athletes at 
our colleges and universities. May is 
fast approaching and that brings re
ality and graduation. 

Recently, we have received a copy of 
"Keeping Faith With the Student-Ath
lete/a New Model for Intercollegiate 
Athletics." This report was published 
by the Knight Foundation Commission 
on Intercollegiate Athletics. The re
port focused on the abuses in the col
lege athletic system and the commis
sion devised principles that could cor
rect the situation. 

My district is the home of basketball. 
Just about a year ago, Dr. Edward 
Steitz passed away and he was com
monly referred to as Mr. Basketball. 
Dr. Steitz was concerned and out
spoken about the need for reform in 
college athletics. If he was here today, 
I know he would be in support of the 
Knight commission. Dr. Steitz was the 
athletic director of Springfield College 
and Springfield College is an excellent 
example of college with a strong ath
letic program that does not sacrifice 
the integrity of its academic program. 

The report by the Knight commission 
sets forth principles that colleges and 
universities should follow. I have intro
duced a concurrent resolution that ex
presses the sense that Congress sup
ports the recommendations of the 
Knight commission. 

This will send a message to our ath
letes that we are concerned about them 
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as individuals. In addition, it will tell 
universities and colleges that it is time 
to make a change. I urge you to sup
port House Concurrent Resolution 119. 
Let us take action before the academic 
integrity of our universities is sac
rificed. 

UNITED STATES MUST NOT STAND 
BY WHILE INTERNATIONAL OUT
LAWS COMMIT GENOCIDE 
(Mr. KENNEDY asked and was given 

permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his re
marks.) 

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. Speaker, the 
world continues to witness Saddam 
Hussein's annihilation of the Kurdish 
people. What he has failed to achieve 
by gassing and bombing, he now tries 
to accomplish by mass starvation and 
freezing. No less than 1,000 innocent 
refugees are dying in the mountains 
each day. Many, maybe most, of these 
victims are children under 5 years old. 

If the new world order means any
thing, it is that the United States will 
not stand by while international out
laws commit genocide. 

After urging the Iraqi people to rise 
up, our President has finally stood up 
for them. He is to be congratulated for 
his decision yesterday to provide great
er relief and safety to Kurds in north
ern Iraq. 

But our efforts to bring peace to Iraq 
will not end in a month. Nor will they 
stop at the 36th parallel. Peace will 
only come once the Kurds and Shiites 
can return home without the threat of 
massacre. And peace will only come 
once these persecuted peoples have a 
say in how their country is run. 

Mr. Speaker, as the moral leader of 
the free world, the United States 
should immediately place before the 
United Nations a resolution demanding 
that sanctions against Iraq will not be 
lifted until the Iraqi people have food, 
safety, and free elections. That is what 
our soldiers fought for, that is what the 
people of Iraq deserve, and that is what 
it takes to bring real peace and stabil
ity to this region. 

IN SUPPORT OF THE BRADY BILL 
(Mr. ROEMER asked and was given 

permission to address the House for ·1 
minute and to revise and extend his re
marks.) 

Mr. ROEMER. Mr. Speaker, today I 
rise in support of the second amend
ment rights, my right, our right to 
bear arms. I do this with a great deal of 
thought and concern and have looked 
at two differing bills. One is the Brady 
bill, the other is the Staggers bill. 

I will support the Brady bill because 
it does not infringe on my ability to 
bear arms and to hunt. I did hunt in 
northern Indiana, growing up, and I 
want to protect those rights. 

But as we debate the budget today, 
as we debate the budget impact of a 
bill that might require us to have auto
matic and immediate control on com
puters overlooking into people's back
ground, I am not sure we can afford it, 
timewise or budgetwise. 

Also, my constituents sent me here 
not just to look over the budget and 
spend our money wisely and prudently, 
but also for public purposes, not special 
interests. 

Finally, Mr. Speaker, my State, Indi
ana, has adopted the 7 -day waiting pe
riod that the Brady bill has rec
ommended. This is a commonsense ap
proach that would provide a consistent 
State law from one State to the other, 
which Indiana has already had the con
sistency and commonsense approach to 
adopt. 

INVESTIGATION INTO THE ADMIN
ISTRATION AND ENFORCEMENT 
OF U.S. EXPORT CONTROL PRO
GRAMS 
(Mr. PICKLE asked and was given 

permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his re
marks.) 

Mr. PICKLE. Mr. Speaker, my over
sight subcommittee is conducting an 
investigation into the administration 
and enforcement of U.S. export control 
programs. As part of this review, the 
subcommittee is examining the en
forcement activities of the U.S. Cus
toms Service and the Department of 
the Treasury's Office of Foreign Assets 
Control [OF AC], which administers 
trade and financial sanctions against 
selected foreign countries. The sub
committee will begin hearings on this 
issue on April 18, 1991. 

Last week, OF AC revealed the names 
of 89 businesses and individuals deter
mined to be agents and front compa
nies in Iraq's arms procurement and fi
nancial network. The action taken by 
OF AC puts the world on notice that 
when they deal with those designated 
nationals, they deal with Saddam. The 
OF AC list will also assist the allied na
tions in discovering hidden wealth that 
could be used to pay part of Iraq's war 
reparations. 

The subcommittee's investigation 
hopes to shed light on who is acquiring 
sophisticated technology, machinery, 
weapons, and other dangerous mate
rials, how potential adversaries are 
able to circumvent U.S. export control 
laws, and whether improvements can 
be made to strengthen U.S. export con
trol systems. 

We, the United States, sell volumi
nously. We screen very carelessly. 

Mr. Speaker, we have got to change 
our priorities. 

EXTENDING THE APPRECIATION 
OF CONGRESS TO ALL AMER
ICAN INDIAN VETERANS FOR 
THEIR SERVICE IN THE ARMED 
FORCES 
Mr. MILLER of California. Mr. 

Speaker, I ask unanimous consent that 
the Committee on Interior and Insular 
Affairs and the Committee on Armed 
Services be discharged from further 
consideration of the Senate concurrent 
resolution, S. Con. Res. 22, extending 
the appreciatiion of Congress to all 
American Indian veterans for their 
service in the armed forces of the Unit
ed States, and ask for its immediate 
consideration. 

The Clerk read the title of the Senate 
concurrent resolution. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
MAzzoLI). Is there objection to the re
quest of the gentleman from Califor
nia? 

Mr. RHODES. Mr. Speaker, reserving 
the right to object, I do so in order to 
yield to the gentleman from California 
[Mr. MILLER] so that he may explain 
the purpose of the Senate concurrent 
resolution. 

Mr. MILLER of California. I thank 
the gentleman for yielding. 

Mr. Speaker, I am pleased to bring 
before the House today this resolution 
extending the appreciation of Congress 
to all American Indian veterans for 
their service in the armed forces of the 
United States. 

American Indians have contributed 
to all phases of American life, but 
among their more striking contribu
tions are in the defense of this country. 
Native Americans have fought in un
usually high numbers in every major 
war in this country's history. Iron
ically, they were not even made citi
zens of the United States until1924. 

From the early days of the Revolu
tion to raising the flag at Iwo Jima, 
American Indians have performed their 
duties with valor and commitment. 

In Operation Desert Storm, American 
Indians again answered the call. Again 
they came out in great numbers and 
some gave their lives to the struggle. 

We must remember their courage, 
sacrifice, and contributions. They are 
the pride of the Indian nations and 
great defenders of this Nation. 

Mr. Speaker, this resolution extends 
the appreciation of the Congress to all 
American Indian veterans. Their con
tributions and sacrifices have helped 
preserve democracy and the integrity 
of this country. 

I urge my colleagues to support this 
resolution. 

Mr. KYL. Mr. Speaker, I rise in support of 
Senate Concurrent Resolution 22, and I wish 
to join all my colleagues today in commending 
all American Indian veterans who served in 
Operations Desert Shield and Desert Storm. 

Mr. Speaker, one of the very first casualties 
of the war was a member of the San Carlos 
Apache Tribe from my congressional district in 
Arizona. Pfc. Michael Noline died on January 
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26 in a collision of two armored vehicles after 
a combat raid near the Kuwait border. He 
made the ultimate sacrifice for freedom on that 
day, a sacrifice this Nation will never forget. 

That Private Noline and hundreds of other 
Indian Americans including Navajo, Hopi, 
Apache and Pima, served with honor and dis
tinction in the gulf comes as no surprise, for 
Indian Americans have a long history of serv
ing so ably in defense of this Nation. One of 
the most notable contributions came during 
World War II when, using their native Navajo 
language, the Navajo Code Talkers helped se
cure communications during war effort. The 
Navajo language code was never broken, no 
doubt helping lead the United States to a suc
cessful conclusion of that war. 

Let us never forget the contributions and 
sacrifices of our Indian veterans-and all vet
erans-who served so ably in this most recent 
conflict, and other conflicts, abroad. 

With the passage of this resolution, we say 
thank you to those who served, to their fami
lies, and to the communities that raised them. 
We are proud of every one of you. 

Mr. RHODES. Mr. Speaker, the mi
nority concurs in the Senate concur
rent resolution. 

Mr. Speaker, I withdraw my reserva
tion of objection. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gen
tleman from California? 

There was no objection. 
The Clerk read the Senate concur

rent resolution, as follows: 
S. CON. RES. 22 

Whereas, American Indians, of various In
dian tribes across the nation, have a long, 
proud and distinguished tradition of service 
in the Armed Forces of the United States; 

Whereas, American Indians have histori
cally served in the Armed Forces of the Unit
ed States in numbers which far exceed their 
representation in the population of the Unit
ed States; 

wpereas, American Indians have lost their 
lives in the service of their nation, and in 
the cause of peace, including Operations 
Desert Storm and Desert Shield; and 

Whereas, American Indians currently de
ployed in the Persian Gulf have continued 
this proud and courageous tradition of serv
ice in the Armed Forces of the United 
States: Now, therefore, be it 

Resolved by the Senate (the House of Rep
resentatives concurring), 
SECTION 1. APPRECIATION. 

The Congress expresses its appreciation to: 
(1) all American Indian veterans for their 

long, proud, and distinguished tradition of 
service in the Armed Forces of the United 
States; 

(2) all American Indian service men and 
women currently or heretofore deployed in 
the Persian Gulf region as part of Operations 
Desert Shield and Desert Storm; and 

(3) the families of American Indian service 
men and women and members of Indian 
tribes nationwide who have supported their 
loved ones through traditional ceremonies 
and have prayed for the safety and continued 
strength of all American forces and Allied 
partners. 
SEC.aCONDOLENC~ 

The Congress expresses its condolences to 
the families whose loved ones have made the 
ultimate sacrifice in the service of their na
tion and in the cause of peace. 

The Senate concurrent resolution 
was concurred in. 

A motion to reconsider was laid on 
the table. 
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REASONS TO OPPOSE H.R. 5 
(Mr. ROHRABACHER asked and was 

given permission to address the House 
for 1 minute and to revise and extend 
his remarks.) 

Mr. ROHRABACHER. Mr. Speaker, 
the American economy, like the Amer
ican railroad system, seems to be sput
tering and almost grinding to a halt, 
and, when we look at the Federal defi
cit this year, $350 billion in deficit, we 
know we have got some serious eco
nomic challenges ahead of us. 

Mr. Speaker, one thing we cannot do 
is to ensure that we have a sputtering 
economy and that our economy begins 
to grind to a halt like our railroads and 
other sectors of the economy, and, if 
we change the work rules so that em
ployees have an incentive to strike, we 
are going to see strikes like we now see 
in the railroads spread throughout our 
economy. 

The United States of America can
not, cannot, afford to see our economy 
go down like this. I am asking my col
leagues to join me in opposing the H.R. 
5 which would change the work rules 
and give an incentive to American 
workers throughout the United States 
to strike and bring down the American 
economy. 

CONCURRENT RESOLUTION ON 
THE BUDGET-FISCAL YEAR 1992 
The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 

MAZZOLI). Pursuant to House Resolu
tion 123 and rule XXIII, the Chair de
clares the House in the Committee of 
the Whole House on the State of the 
Union for the further consideration of 
the concurrent resolution, House Con
current Resolution 121. 
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IN THE COMMITTEE OF THE WHOLE 

Accordingiy the House resolved itself 
into the Committee of the Whole House 
on the State of the Union for the fur
ther consideration of the concurrent 
resolution (H. Con. Res. 121) revising 
the congressional budget for the U.S. 
Government for the fiscal year 1991 and 
setting forth the congressional budget 
for the U.S. Government for the fiscal 
years 1992, 1993, 1994, 1995, and 1996, 
with Mr. GRAY in the chair. 

The Clerk read the title of the con
current resolution. 

The CHAIRMAN. When the Commit
tee of the Whole rose on Tuesday, April 
16, 1991, all time for general debate had 
expired. 

Pursuant to the rule, the concurrent 
resolution is considered as having been 
read for amendment under the 5-
minute rule. 

The text of House Concurrent Resolu- . 
tion 121is as follows: 

H. CON. RES. 121 

Resolved by the House of Representatives (the 
Senate concurring), That the budget for fiscal 
year 1991 is revised and replaced, the budget 
for fiscal year 1992 is established, and the ap
propriate budgetary levels for fiscal years 
1993, 1994, 1995, and 1996 are hereby set forth. 

RECOMMENDED LEVELS AND AMOUNTS 

SEC. 2. (a) The following budgetary levels 
are appropriate for the fiscal years beginning 
on October 1, 1990, October 1, 1991, October 1, 
1992, October 1, 1993, October 1, 1994, and Oc
tober 1, 1995: 

(1) The recommended levels of Federal rev-
enues are as follows: 

Fiscal year 1991: $793,000,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1992: $850,400,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1993: $909,800,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1994: $966,300,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1995: $1,025,700,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1996: $1,079,800,000,000. 

and the amounts by which the aggregate lev
els of Federal revenues should be increased 
are as follows: 

Fiscal year 1991: $0. 
Fiscal year 1992: $0. 
Fiscal year 1993: $0. 
Fiscal year 1994: $0. 
Fiscal year 1995: $0. 
Fiscal year 1996: $0. 

and the amounts for Federal Insurance Con
tributions Act revenues for hopsital insur
ance within the recommended levels of Fed
eral revenues are as follows: 

Fiscal year 1991: $74,100,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1992: $82,100,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1993: $88,600,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1994: $94,400,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1995: $100,600,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1996: $107,100,000,000. 
(2) The appropriate levels of total new 

budget authority are as follows: 
Fiscal year 1991: $1,187,500,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1992: $1,269,400,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1993: S1,272,600,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1994: $1,300,900,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1995: $1,341,600,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1996: $1,407,300,000,000. 
(3) The appropriate levels of total budget 

outlays are as follows: 
Fiscal year 1991: $1,155,200,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1992: $1,212,500,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1993: $1,212,100,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1994: $1,234,400,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1995: $1.209,100,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1996: $1,276,900,000,000. 
(4) The amounts of the deficits are as fol-

lows: 
Fiscal year 1991: $362,200,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1992: $362,100,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1993: $302,300,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1994: $268,100,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1995: $183,400,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1996: $197,100,000,000. 
(5) The appropriate levels of the public 

debt are as follows: 
Fiscal year 1991: $3,567,200,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1992: $3,993,300,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1993: $4,364,300,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1994: $4,707,700,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1995: $4,966,900,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1996: $5,237,700,000,000. 
(6) The appropriate levels of total Federal 

credit activity for the fiscal years beginning 
on October 1, 1990, October 1, 1991, October 1, 
1992, October 1, 1993, October 1, 1994, and Oc
tober 1, 1995, are as follows: 

Fiscal year 1991: 
(A) New direct loan obligations, 

$18,100,000,000. 
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(B) New primary loan guarantee commit

ments, $109,900,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1992: 
(A) New direct loan obligations, 

$15,400,000,000. 
(B) New primary loan guarantee commit

ments, $114,200,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1993: 
(A) New direct loan obligations, 

$15,600,000,000. 
(B) New primary loan guarantee commit

ments, $118,000,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1994: 
(A) New direct loan obligations, 

$15,500,000,000. 
(B) New primary loan guarantee commit

ments, $121,400,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1995: 
(A) New direct loan obligations, 

$15,600,000,000. 
(B) New primary loan guarantee commit

ments, $125,600,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1996: 
(A) New direct loan obligations, 

$14,900,000,000. 
(B) New primary loan guarantee commit

ments, $127,300,000,000. 
(b) The Congress hereby determines and de

clares the appropriate levels of budget au
thority and budget outlays, and the appro
priate levels of new direct loan obligations 
and new primary loan guarantee commit
ments for fiscal years 1991 through 1996 for 
each major functional category are: 

(1) National Defense (050): 
Fiscal year 1991: 
(A) New budget authority, $289,100,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $297,600,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1992: 
(A) New budget authority, $290,800,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $295,300,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1993: 
(A) New budget authority, $290,900,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $292,000,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1994: 
(A) New budget authority, $327,800,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $320,900,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1995: 
(A) New budget authority, $341,900,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $333,100,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1996: 
(A) New budget authority, $356,600,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $346,700,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
(2) International Affairs (150): 
Fiscal year 1991: 
(A) New budget authority, $20,800,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $17,900,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, 

$1,600,000,000. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $7,800,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1992: 
(A) New budget authority, $21,900,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $17,900,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, 

$1,700,000,000. 

(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $7,000,000,000. 

Fiscal year 1993: 
(A) New budget authority, $22,000,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $18,100,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, 

$1,800,000,000. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $7,200,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1994: 
(A) New budget authority, $20,900,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $18,400,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, 

$1,800,000,000. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $7,500,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1995: 
(A) New budget authority, $21,700,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $19,400,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, 

$1,900,000,000. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $7,800,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1996: 
(A) New budget authority, $22,600,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $20,000,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, 

$2,000,000,000. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit

ments, $8,100,000,000. 
(3) General Science, Space, and Technology 

(250): 
Fiscal year 1991: 
(A) New budget authority, $16,500,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $15,900,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1992: 
(A) New budget authority, $17,700,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $16,800,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1993: 
(A) New budget authority, $18,600,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $17,900,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1994: 
(A) New budget authority, $18,500,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $18,100,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, SO. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1995: 
(A) New budget authority, $19,200,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $18,900,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1996: 
(A) New budget authority, $20,000,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $19,600,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
(4) Energy (270): 
Fiscal year 1991: 
(A) New budget authority, $5,900,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $3,100,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, 

$1,800,000,000. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $400,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1992: 
(A) New budget authority, $6,200,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $4,500,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, 

$1,300,000,000. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit

ments, $400,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1993: 

(A) New budget authority, $7,100,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $5,900,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, 

$1,400,000,000. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $200,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1994: 
(A) New budget authority, $6,500,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $5,800,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, 

$1,500,000,000. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $300,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1995: 
(A) New budget authority, $6,200,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $4,900,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, 

$1,500,000,000. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $300,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1996: 
(A) New budget authority, $6,500,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $4,900,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, 

$900,000,000. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit

ments, $0. 
(5) Natural Resources and Environment 

(300): . 
Fiscal year 1991: 
(A) New budget authority, $18,900,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $18,800,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1992: 
(A) New budget authority, $19,500,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $19,500,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1993: 
(A) New budget authority, $20,500,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $20,100,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1994: 
(A) New budget authority, $22,500,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $21,800,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1995: 
(A) New budget authority, S23,500,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, S22,800,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, SO. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1996: 
(A) New budget authority, S24,400,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, S23,600,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, SO. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
(6) Agriculture (350): 
Fiscal year 1991: 
(A) New budget authority, S20,000,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, S15,400,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, 

S7,600,000,000. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, S7,800,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1992: 
(A) New budget authority, S22,300,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, S17,000,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, 

S7 ,500,000,000. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $8,200,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1993: 
(A) New budget authority, $19,000,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, S15,500,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, 

S7 ,300,000,000. 
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(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $7,600,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1994: 
(A) New budget authority, $17,500,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $14,500,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, 

$7,100,000,000. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $7,800,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1995: 
(A) New budget authority, $18,400,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $13,600,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, 

$6,800,000,000. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $7,800,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1996: 
(A) New budget authority, $14,500,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $13,000,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, 

$6,500,000,000. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $5,600,000,000. 
(7) Commerce and Housing Credit (370): 
Fiscal year 1991: 
(A) New budget authority, $97,900,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $112,400,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, 

$4,900,000,000. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $64,700,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1992: 
(A) New budget authority, $105,700,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $104,700,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, 

$2,600,000,000. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $66,600,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1993: 
(A) New budget authority, $57,300,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $53,600,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, 

$2,700,000,000. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $69,200,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1994: 
(A) New budget authority, $39,100,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $30,700,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, 

$2,800,000,000. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $71,800,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1995: 
(A) New budget authority, $21,600,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, -$41,400,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, 

$2,900,000,000. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $74,500,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1996: 
(A) New budget authority, $18,500,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, -$37,700,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, 

$3,000,000,000. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $77,300,000,000. 
(8) Transportation (400): 
Fiscal year 1991: 
(A) New budget authority, $31,200,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $31,300,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1992: 
(A) New budget authority, $34,700,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $33,700,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1993: 
(A) New budget authority, $37,800,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $35,300,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. ' 

Fiscal year 1994: 
· (A) New budget authority, $40,500,000,000. 

(B) Outlays, $36,400,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1995: 
(A) New budget authority, $43,500,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $38,000,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, 

$100,000,000. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1996: 
(A) New budget authority, $46,800,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $39,600,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, 

$100,000,000. 
(D) New· primary loan guarantee commit

ments, $0. 
(9) Community and Regional Development 

(450): 
Fiscal year 1991: 
(A) New budget authority, $7,700,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $7,700,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, 

$1,200,000,000. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $400,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1992: 
(A) New budget authority, $6,100,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $6,700,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, 

$1,300,000,000. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $300,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1993: 
(A) New budget authority, $6,300,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $6,400,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, 

$1,400,000,000. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $400,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1994: 
(A) New budget authority, $6,800,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $6,500,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, 

$1,400,000,000. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $400,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1995: 
(A) New budget authority, $7,100,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $6,700,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan · obligations, 

$1,500,000,000. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $400,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1996: 
(A) New budget authority, $7,400,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $6,800,000,000. 
(C) New di,rect loan obligations, 

$1,500,000,000. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit

ments, $400,000,000. 
(10) Education, Training, Employment, and 

Social Services (500): 
Fiscal year 1991: 
(A) New budget authority, $44,200,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $43,100,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, SO. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $12,500,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1992: 
(A) New budget authority, $50,600,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $47,200,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $13,200,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1993: 
(A) New budget authority, $51,600,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $49,900,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, SO. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit

ments, $13,300,000,000. 

Fiscal year 1994: 
(A) New budget authority, $50,300,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $49,100,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $13,600,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1995: 
(A) New budget authority, $51,700,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $50,100,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $14,000,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1996: 
(A) New budget authority, $53,600,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $47,600,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, S14,300,000,000. 
(11) Health (550): 
Fiscal year 1991: 
(A) New budget authority, $73,100,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $71,400,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $300,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1992: 
(A) New budget authority, $83,100,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $83,400,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $300,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1993: 
(A) New budget authority, $93,000,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $92,900,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $300,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1994: 
(A) New budget authority, $102,700,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $101,900,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $300,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1995: 
(A) New budget authority, $113,500,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $112,400,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $300,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1996: 
(A) New budget authority, $126,000,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $124,800,000,000. · 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $300,000,000. 
(12) Medicare (570): 
Fiscal year 1991: 
(A) New budget authority, $105,700,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $104,700,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1992: 
(A) New budget authority, $120,100,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $116,900,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, SO. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1993: 
(A) New budget authority, $131,500,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, S128,300,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1994: 
(A) New budget authority, $145,700,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $142,100,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1995: 
(A) New budget authority, $162,200,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, S157,700,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
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(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, SO. 
Fiscal year 1996: 
(A) New budget authority, $181,400,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $176,700,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
(13) Income Security (600): 
Fiscal year 1991: 
(A) New budget authority, $210,900,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $169,800,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, 

$100,000,000. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1992: 
(A) New budget authority, $221,900,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $180,100,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, 

$100,000,000. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, so. 
Fiscal year 1993: 
(A) New budget authority, $230,300,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $188,500,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, 

$100,000,000. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, SO. 
Fiscal year 1994: 
(A) New budget authority, $240,400,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $199,100,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, 

$100,000,000. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, SO. 
Fiscal year 1995: 
(A) New budget authority, $253,900,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $209,600,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, 

$100,000,000. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, SO. 
Fiscal year 1996: 
(A) New budget authority, $266,900,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $219,000,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, 

$100,000,000. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, SO. 
(14) Sociai Security (650): 
Fiscal year 1991: 
(A) New budget authority, $2,300,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $4,500,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, SO. 
Fiscal year 1992: 
(A) New budget authority, $5,900,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $8,400,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1993: 
(A) New budget authority, $6,500,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $9,100,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, SO. 
Fiscal year 1994: 
(A) New budget authority, $7,100,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $9,800,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, so. 
Fiscal year 1995: 
(A) New budget authority, $7,700,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $10,600,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1996: 
(A) New budget authority, $8,400,000,000. 

(B) Outlays, $11,400,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, so. 
(15) Veterans Benefits and Services (700): 
Fiscal year 1991: 
(A) New budget authority, $32,200,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $31,200,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, 

$900,000,000. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $16,000,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1992: 
(A) New budget authority, $34,400,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $34,000,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, 

$900,000,000. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $18,200,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1993: 
(A) New budget authority, $35,700,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $35,900,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, 

$900,000,000. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $19,800,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1994: 
(A) New budget authority, $36,800,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $38,200,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, 

$800,000,000. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $19,700,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1995: 
(A) New budget authority, $38,100,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $37,900,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, 

$800,000,000. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $20,500,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1996: 
(A) New budget authority, $39,100,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $37,600,000,000. 
{C) New direct loan obligations, 

$800,000,000. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $21,300,000,000. 
(16) Administration of Justice (750): 
Fiscal year 1991: 
(A) New budget authority, $12,800,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $12,400,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1992: 
(A) New budget authority, $14,300,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $14,200,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1993: 
(A) New budget authority, $15,000,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $15,000,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, SO. 
Fiscal year 1994: 
(A) New budget authority, $15,000,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $14,900,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, SO. 
Fiscal year 1995: 
(A) New budget authority, $15,700,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $15,500,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit

ments, SO . 
. Fiscal year 1996: 
(A) New budget authority, $16,400,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $16,200,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit

ments, SO. 

(17) General Government (800): 
Fiscal year 1991: 
(A) New budget authority, $12,600,000,000 . . 
(B) Outlays, $11,200,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1992: 
(A) New budget authority, $11,700,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $12,300,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, so. 
Fiscal year 1993: 
(A) New budget authority, $11,900,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $12,900,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1994: 
(A) New budget authority, $15,000,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $14,600,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, SO. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1995: 
(A) New budget authority, $15,800,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $15,000,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, SO. 
Fiscal year 1996: 
(A) New budget authority, $16,700,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $16,000,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, SO. 
(18) Net Interest (900): 
Fiscal year 1991: 
(A) New budget authority, $219,700,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $219,700,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, SO. 
Fiscal year 1992: 
(A) New budget authority, $235,400,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $235,400,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1993: 
(A) New budget authority, $253,000,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $253,000,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1994: 
(A) New budget authority, $268,800,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $268,800,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, SO. 
Fiscal year 1995: 
(A) New budget authority, $280,400,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $280,400,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, SO. 
Fiscal year 1996: 
(A) New budget authority, $292,500,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $292,500,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, SO. 
(19) Allowances (920): 
Fiscal .year 1991: 
(A) New budget authority, -$300,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $800,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, SO. 
Fiscal year 1992: 
(A) New budget authority, so. 
(B) Outlays, -$2,600,000,000. 
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(C) New direct loan obligations, SO. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, SO. 
Fiscal year 1993: 
(A) New budget authority, SO. 
(B) Outlays, - S1,400,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, SO. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, SO. 
Fiscal year 1994: 
(A) New budget authority, SO. 
(B) Outlays, -$800,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, SO. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, SO. 
Fiscal year 1995: 
(A) New budget authority, SO. 
(B) Outlays, -$1,500,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, SO. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, SO. 
Fiscal year 1996: 
(A) New budget authority, SO. 
(B) Outlays, -S1,000,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, SO. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, SO. 
(20) Undistributed Offsetting Receipts (950): 
Fiscal year 1991: 
(A) New budget authority, -$33,700,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, -$33,700,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, SO. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, SO. 
Fiscal year 1992: 
(A) New budget authority, - $32,900,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, -$32,900,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, SO. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, SO. 
Fiscal year 1993: 
(A) New budget authority, -$35,400,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, -$36,800,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, SO. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, SO. 
Fiscal year 1994: 
(A) New budget authority, -$80,900,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, -$76,400,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, SO. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit

ments, SO. 
Fiscal year 1995: 
(A) New budget authority, 

-$100,500,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, -$94,600,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, SO. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit

ments, SO. 
Fiscal year 1996: 
(A) New budget authority, 

- S11l,OOO,OOO,OOO. 
(B) Outlays, -$100,400,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, SO. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit

ments, SO. 
The CHAIRMAN. No amendments are 

in order except the amendments print
ed in House Report 102-33, which shall 
be considered in the order and manner 
specified in the report, shall be consid
ered as having been read, shall not be 
subject to amendment or to a demand 
for a division of the question, and shall 
be in order even if amending portions 
of the concurrent resolution already 
changed by amendment. If more than 
one amendment in the nature of a sub
stitute is adopted, only the last amend
ment adopted shal} be considered as 
having been final1y adopted in the 

Committee of the Whole and reported 
back to the House. 

It is also in order to consider any 
amendment provided for in section 
305(a)(5) of the Congressional Budget 
Act of 1974 necessary to achieve mathe
matical consistency. 

PERFECTING AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. FORD 
OF MICHIGAN 

Mr. FORD of Michigan. Mr. Chair
man, I offer a perfecting amendment. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will des
ignate the amendment. 

The text of the amendment is as fol
lows: 

Amendment offered by Mr. FORD of Michi
gan: 

Section 2(b) is amended by reducing in fis
cal year 1992 the appropriate levels of budget 
authority and budget outlays as set forth 
below: 

(1) Functional category (300): 
(A) New budget authority, S100,000,000. 
(b) Outlays, S100,000,000. 
(2) Functional category (400): 
(A) New budget authority, $100,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, no change. 
(3) Functional category (750): 
(A) New budget authority, $100,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, no change. 
(4) Functional category (800); 
(A) New budget authority, $100,000,000. 
(b) Outlays, S100,000,000. 
Section 2(b) is amended by increasing in 

fiscal year 1992 the appropriate levels of 
budget authority and budget outlays as set 
forth below; 

(1) Functional category (500) 
(A) New budget authority, $400,000,000. 
(b) Outlays, S200,000,000. 

The CHAIRMAN. Under the rule, the 
gentleman from Michigan [Mr. FORD] 
will be recognized for 30 minutes, and a 
Member opposed will be recognized for 
30 minutes. 

Is the gentleman from Ohio [Mr. 
GRADISON] opposed to the amendment? 

Mr. GRADISON. I am, Mr. Chairman. 
The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman 

from Ohio [Mr. GRADISON] will be rec
ognized for 30 minutes in opposition to 
the amendment. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from Michigan [Mr. FORD]. 

Mr. FORD of Michigan. Mr. Chair
man, I yield myself such time as I may 
consume. 

Mr. Chairman, I rise today in support 
of my amendment to increase budget 
authority and outlays for function 500 
of the budget by $400 million and $200 
million respectively and to reduce cer
tain other budget functions by a cor
responding amendment; in other words, 
to add nearly half a billion dollars to 
the money available to the Committee 
on Appropriations for education and to 
pay for that in the budget so that it is 
budget neutral by reducing other pro
grams, none of which is reduced more 
than 1 percent. 

Mr. Chairman, this amendment is in 
furtherance of. what I have called sin
cerely this year the home front budget 
initiative, and we have been working 
on it since the early part of the year. 

The amendment would target addi
tional funding for education and relat
ed programs without jeopardizing any 
of the initiatives agreed to by the Com
mittee on the Budget. Decisions made 
by the committee in nutrition, health, 
energy, security, transportation and 
infrastructure, the elderly, veterans, 
anticrime, antidrugs, rural poverty, 
the working poor, and the homeless 
and competitiveness would not be af
fected by the offsetting reductions in 
this amendment. 

In a recent column in the Wall Street 
Journal written after our victory in 
the gulf, John Akers, the chief execu
tive officer of IBM, Inc., wrote: 

As our focus shifts back to the home front, 
now is the time for an equal commitment to 
rescue our educational system. 

Because of the constraints of the 
Budget Act, my amendment cannot re
duce the defense budget. I want to re
peat that. I have already had people 
say, "You're not taking money from 
defense for education; are you?" My 
answer to it is: I wish that I could, but 
under the rules I cannot do that, so the 
defense budget is in no way affected by 
this amendment. 

Mr. Chairman, I cannot raise taxes to 
pay for the budget, although I am re
quired to give my colleagues a budget 
neutral amendment, and that is why it 
is necessary to selectively reduce other 
programs to pay for it. 

A truly equal commitment would 
mean that this administration would 
ask the Congress to declare a national 
education . emergency and provide off
budget funding for our · programs. That 
is what we did in the Middle East. We 
declared an emergency, and took it off 
budget, and we did not have to go 
through this exercise. A majority of us 
are not ready to scrap the Budget Act, 
so my amendment is the best we can 
do. 

I want to reassure the chairman of 
the Committee on the Budget, the gen
tleman from California [Mr. PANETI'A], 
that I think that, given the constraints 
that they have operated under as are
sult of last year's budget agreement, 
they have done as well as anybody 
could expect. What this amendment 
seeks to do is not to criticize the ac
tions of the Committee on the Budget; 
in fact we try to stay consistent with 
the Committee on the Budget. I should 
make it clear on the record that this 
amendment employs the same meth
odology as the Committee on the Budg
et in reducing noninitiative discre
tionary domestic funding by 1 percent 
in order to provide the $400 million. 

Mr. Chairman, the protected initia
tives that were set out by the Commit
tee on the Budget are still protected in 
this amendment. In other words, in 
fuction 300, the 1 percent reduction 
does not apply to EPA operations, 
superfund, land acquisition through 
the land and water conservation fund. 
In function 400, the 1 percent reduction 
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does not apply to .aviation, Federal aid 
to highways, mass transit and Amtrak. 
In function 750, the 1 percent reduction 
does not apply to antidrug abuse pro
grams, anticrime programs or the 
Legal Services Corporation. Finally, in 
function 800, the 1 percent reduction 
does not apply to the Internal Revenue 
Service. 

With that in mind I believe the issue 
is simple. No other domestic priority is 
in my mind more important than edu
cation. Everybody talks a good game 
about how much we recognize the need 
to move, to move decisively, to move 
boldly, and to do it quickly, and this is 
the quickest way that we can respond 
to the cry that is across the country 
for us to show that we are willing to do 
something. 

Tomorrow many of us have been in
vited to the White House to join the 
President when he will publicly an
nounce what is indicated to us by the 
White House press as a major initiative 
in education, an indication that, as he 
turns now from problems in the world 
arena to the domestic problems of this 
country, he turns first for his attention 
to the focus on education, and we wel
come that, and we are looking forward 
to working with him on it. 

0 1030 
I believe that the Congress today, 

since the budget is before us, can, con
sistent with that thought, indicate 
that we believe education to be such an 
important priority in our country that 
we are willing to take a little bit away 
from a lot of discretionary programs 
and put this additional money in edu
cation. We must be fair to the Budget 
Committee. They had already in
creased the new money for education 
by about $2 billion, and this is on top of 
what they did. 

This is an additional amount of new 
money. When I say it is new money, I 
mean it is not money we are going to 
print. It is permitting, under the budg
et, the Committee on Appropriations 
to decide the appropriate way to spend 
an additional $400 million on top of the 
new money that the gentleman from 
California [Mr. PANETTA] and the Budg
et Committee had already suggested in 
the budget resolution. 

I hope that during this debate we will 
not get into arguments about which 
way is the best way to spend the 
money, because neither this amend
ment nor our action here can bind the 
Appropriation Committee. The Appro
priations Committee will decide where 
within the function the money is going 
to be spent. .-· 

We are not operating in a vacuum. 
We have been in consultation with 
them. We have a pretty good idea 
where they think the immediate needs 
are, and where they are likely to do it. 
I have every confidence in the world 
that the House is going to be proud of 
the decisions made by the Appropria-

tions Committee when they come back 
to us later this year with the appro
priation to spend this money, if we 
make it possible for them to do it. 

Obviously the Appropriations Com
mittee will do their own job, but I am 
going to guess a little bit at some of 
the things they could do. It is possible 
to say, although we cannot say with 
any certainty exactly what they will 
do, that a $200 million increase in 
Chapter 1, which is compensatory edu
cation for early intervention in chil
dren's lives to bring them up to their 
peer group if they are running behind, 
will provide services for about 250,000 
additional children. This is where you 
start to stop high school dropouts. You 
do not do that in high school. You do it 
in grade school. These are children at 
risk by everybody's standard. Every 
evaluation of Chapter 1 shows that 
these services narrow the skill gap be
tween the children at the bottom of the 
scale and the rest of us, and that this 
is where we get the biggest payoff and 
the biggest bang for our buck. 

Another $100 million for Head Start 
adds 25,000 preschoolers who can be bet
ter prepared for the world that they 
are going to find when they get to 
school. Children are being raised with
out a parent in the house during the 
day and without any preparation to go 
to school. I am happy to tell you that 
every evaluation that has been made 
for many years of Head Start indicates 
that we have never had a program of 
school preparation or anything related 
to education that has had the kind of 
payoff to the taxpayers that that pro
gram has provided. 

Now, as little as $50 million invested 
to expand the TRIO Programs would . 
offer hope of college education for 
about 75,000 minority high school stu
dents. And finally, adding about $50 
million to the Job Corps could buy us 
2,500 slots for disadvantaged kids who 
are hanging around on the street cor
ner right now. Investments in the Job 
Corps have been found by many studies 
to return to us $1.46 for every Federal 
$1 that we spend. 

The chairman of the Budget Commit
tee, the gentleman from California 
[Mr. PANETTA], and the members of the 
Budget Committee are to be com
mended for taking a step in the right 
direction in the areas of education and 
training, identifying those areas 
among the Nation's most important 
priorities. Our amendment will allow 
us to make a slightly greater stride in 
preparing this country's children for 
the future, and clearly indicates that it 
is Congress' intent to join the Presi
dent in making education our No.1 do
mestic priority. 

Mr. GRADISON. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield myself such time as I may 
consume. 

Mr. Chairman, I rise in opposition to 
the amendment offered by my distin
guished colleague, the gentleman from 

Michigan [Mr. FORD]. I want to talk 
about where we are in considering the 
funding for education in the fiscal year 
1992 budget. No matter what number is 
proposed by the President, it is reason
able to expect that my friends on the 
other side of the aisle are going to out
bid ·the administration, and that, of 
course, ·was not only predictible, it is 
exactly what happened. The curse of 
being President, when it comes to the 
budget, is that you go first. 

That budget was laid on the table for 
all the world to see on February 4, and 
there has been plenty of time to look 
at it and see how to appear to one-up 
the President. The President, in put
ting a budget together, had to do some
thing which the country needs but does 
not always sell here in the House of 
Representatives, and that is to have a 
comprehensive budget which has bal
ance among all of the competing 
claims for funds. After all, this is a 
zero sum game under the new budget 
agreement. 

Increases in one area obviously re
quire cuts in another. I think it is in
teresting, therefore, as I listened to the 
presentation by my colleague, the gen
tleman from Michigan [Mr. FORD], that 
while he has said a great deal and very 
effectively, I might add, about what 
would be done with this money that he 
recommends be spent, he has said vir
tually nothing about where the cuts 
would come from. 

Well, there are cuts, and there are 
dollar-for-dollar cuts to balance the in
creases which he has recommended. 
Those cuts are on top of cuts which the 
Democratic majority on the Budget 
Committee has already recommended 
to fund increases which they have pro
posed in education and in other areas. 

Therefore, I would like to give some 
specific examples of where these cuts 
might come from. I listened very care
fully to the description of the gen
tleman from Michigan [Mr. FORD] con
cerning some of the areas which would 
not be affected by the cuts within a 
certain function, but I would like to go 
further and point out from where these 
cuts might come. 

Under function 300, the natural re
sources and environment function, 
there would be cuts in budget author
ity of $100 million. That could effect 
protection of endangered species, wet
lands conservation and restoration, 
protection of wildlife refuges, reforest
ation, protection, and restoration of 
the Civil War battlefields. 

Under function 400, there is an addi
tional $100 million in cuts from budget 
authority. That, of course, is the trans
portation function. Programs not pro
tected, that is, exposed and vulnerable 
to the . cuts which the amendment of
fered by the gentleman from Michigan 
would require, include the search and 
rescue missions of the Coast Guard, 
drug-related missions of the Coast 
Guard, the Maritime Administration, 
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NASA's aeronautics program, and the 
Northeast corridor improvement pro
gram. 

And in addition to this, another $100 
million is called for in cuts from func
tion 750, the administration of justice 
function. Once again leaving out the 
things which would be protected under 
the proposal of the gentleman from 
Michigan, I note that programs which 
could be cut-and the cuts have to 
come from somewhere-include the Im
migration and Naturalization Service, 
drug-related services of the FBI, the 
Customs Service, nonrelated activities 
of the Secret Service, and various 
court and judicial services. I do not 
know where these cuts that would 
come later would be made, but I know 
they are there and it is useful to recog
nize that fact. 

My overall concern about much of 
the debate about funding for education 
goes back to the way in which the ma
jority, in its report on the budget, has 
supported its increases. The focus is 
entirely on the money side, and I could 
not find a single word about education 
reform. Certainly to put more money 
into education sounds well and good, 
but to do that without pointing out 
areas which are indeed crying out for 
reform in the education system may 
not have the effect of increasing the 
quality of education, which, of course, 
is what we are after. 

In my own community-and I say 
this with great sadness-my constitu
ents have reached the point where they 
have for the first time in memory 
turned down the school leVY necessary 
to keep our Cincinnati public schools 
operating. 

0 1040 
Why? As near as we can figure it out, 

it is a feeling on the part of the tax
payers of the city of Cincinnati School 
District that they are dissatisfied with 
the quality of education being offered 
by those schools. They are dissatisfied 
with what they perceive to be excessive 
administrative overhead in the running 
of our own system. In other words, 
they do not think they are getting 
their money's worth. As a result of 
this, they do not want to pump more 
money in'to what is admittedly a very 
troubled school system. 

Mr. Chairman, I think we should lis
ten to people who make these pleas. I 
just observe again, with a degree of 
sadness, that there is no mention, real
ly none at all that I have heard, and 
certainly none that I have read in the 
committee report, about the need for 
educational reform as a quid pro quo, 
or at least a major element in the in
creased spending that is recommended 
here. 

Mr. Chairman, I am not here to sup
port the Democratic budget. That is 
not my role, nor should it be. But I 
think it is useful to make this point: 
That adoption of the Ford amendment 

amounts to repudiation of the Demo
cratic budget proposal. 

Mr. Chairman, we heard in the Com
mittee on the Budget and have heard 
on the floor that the proposal which 
the Democratic majority on the Com
mittee on the Budget put together and 
unanimously supported is the greatest 
thing since sliced bread. It was so per
fect, they were not willing to consider 
any changes in it when we marked up 
that budget proposal in the Committee 
on the Budget. 

Now, with the ink barely dry on the 
committee report, we have a proposal 
to move around an additional $400 mil
lion of budget authority and $200 mil
lion of outlays in what we were told is, 
if not a perfect, then an awfully good 
document. 

Mr. Chairman, I will listen as this de
bate proceeds on the amendment of the 
gentleman from Michigan [Mr. FORD] 
with great care to see what the re
sponse is of my chairman, the gen
tleman from California [Mr. PANETTA], 
and others on the Committee on the 
Budget. Will they defend their budget 
here today, as they did yesterday, and 
as they did against proposals for 
change a week ago Tuesday when we 
took this up in committee, or are they 
just going to go along with this pres
sure for a change in order to keep some 
kind of peace? 

Mr. FORD of Michigan. Mr. Chair
man, I yield 4 minutes to the gen
tleman from Michigan [Mr. KlLDEE], 
the chairman of the Subcommittee on 
Elementary, Secondary, and Voca
tional Education of the Committee on 
Education and Labor. 

Mr. KILDEE. Mr. Chairman, I rise in 
strong support of the amendment by 
the gentleman from Michigan, [Mr. 
FORD]. 

Chairman FORD's amendment would 
add $400 million to the $2 billion al
ready in the budget resolution for the 
Department of Education. 

Mr. Chairman, I would also like to 
commend Chairman PANETTA for his 
tremendous work on this budget reso
lution. 

Last year's budget agreement with 
the White House not only imposed 
strict caps on domestic spending, it 
also erected walls between the domes
tic, defense and foreign aid accounts, 
thus making it impossible to transfer 
funds to high priority programs such as 
education, Head Start and job training. 

Under those tough conditions, Chair
man PANETTA has all but worked a mir
acle to bring to this House a balanced, 
compassionate budget resolution which 
reverses the President's budget for 
working families and our children. 

The Ford amendment builds on the 
excellent framework provided by the 
House Budget Committee's resolution. 

Chairman FORD's amendment in
creases the Appropriations Commit
tee's ability to provide significant 
funding for those programs which di-

rectly address the pressing needs of our 
Nation's children-education, Head 
Start, and job training. 

Mr. Chairman, too often it seems we 
want to make our investments at the 
wrong end of the process. 

We cannot find a cure for cancer or 
AIDS without educating the scientists 
and researchers who will work at our 
world-class labs. 

We cannot design and build the 
roads, bridges, and airports without 
trained engineers and skilled workers. 

We cannot build NASA's space sta
tion without the trained and educated 
people to design the blueprints, develop 
the new technology, and construct the 
station. 

Yes, it is important to continue fund
ing health research, infrastructure de
velopment, and science and technology. 

But it is equally important to re
member that we cannot make any 
long-term advances in these crucial 
areas without a well educated and 
trained work force-from the rocket 
scientists to construction workers. 

Other countries understand the basic 
necessity of investing in education and 
training. 

The elementary and secondary school 
systems in Germany and Japan are 
well-known for their ability to educate 
their students to a high level. 

Our economic competitors place 
great emphasis on helping students 
make the transition from classroom to 
workplace. 

As a result, their workers have 
among the highest literacy rates in the 
world. 

Moreover, students from around the 
world come to study at our first-class 
universities and colleges. 

They take back to their homelands 
the knowledge, the skills and the ex
pertise to develop their Nation's indus
tries, and run their business and gov
ernments. 

One could say that one of America's 
major exports is our higher education 
system. 

We must make sure that American 
children have at least as equal an op
portunity as these foreign students to 
get a degree from our Nation's univer
sities and colleges. 

Mr. Chairman, America is already 
No.1 in higher education-but many of 
our students are unable to go to col
lege. 

But keeping America No. 1 in higher 
education, and making us No. 1 world
wide in elementary and secondary edu- . 
cation is not going to happen by just 
wishing it or by merely setting ambi
tious goals for our students, teachers 
and administrators, and it not going to 
happen by calling ourselves the edu
cation Congress or the education Presi
dent. 

It is going to take hard work-and 
money. 

It is going to take cooperation-and 
money. 



8428 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-HOUSE April 17, 1991 
And it is going to take money in

vested in our children. 
Our recent success in the Persian 

Gulf provided graphic evidence of our 
Nation's return on investment of al
most $3 trillion in defense since 1981. 

I would like to think that the $2 bil
lion in the budget resolution-plus the 
$400 million added by the Ford amend
ment-represent this House's downpay
ment on a similar concerted invest
ment in securing the future of our chil
dren. 

I urge my colleagues to support the 
Ford amendment. 

Mr. GRADISON. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield 9 minutes to the gentleman from 
Michigan [Mr. PuRSELL]. 

Mr. PURSELL. Mr. Chairman, we 
have two strong parties today and both 
are strong· advocates of education. As 
former State senators, my good friend, 
DALE KlLDEE and I, once wrote a school 
aid bill and served together on the 
Higher Education Committee in the 
State senate. I also served as chairman 
of the Committee on Community Col
leges. 

Mr. Chairman, the question before us 
is where do we put our scarce resources 
to improve the quality of education 
and be competitive in the year 2000? 

President Bush has appointed, and 
the Senate has confirmed a new Sec
retary of Education, Lamar Alexander. 
As the Governor of Tennessee, he put 
through some major reforms in edu
cation working with the private sector, 
Al Shanker, and the teacher unions, to 
incorporate better pay for teachers and 
provide more State dollars for edu
cation. These reforms made Tennessee 
a national leader in the education of 
its children. That record is a matter of 
history today. The President will an
nounce at the White House tomorrow 
approximately 46 new ideas with re
spect to education as his initiative to 
improve the quality of education in the 
United States. 

As a former classroom teacher, a lot 
of this is not new. Some of these ideas 
have been around a long time. It seems 
that in education we like to recycle 
good ideas. But today we cannot afford 
to reinvent the wheel. 

0 1050 
So we have to start with the dollars 

that are available. And I have to say at 
the outset that we have a national defi
cit that is unparalleled in American 
history, and if we are going to invest in 
our children I suggest that we be care
ful that we do not leave them with a 
legacy of financial debt that they can
not pay. The interest on the national 
debt this year is over $200 billion, right 
off the top of the general funding. The 
deficit is unparalleled, and as I have 
said, our children and our children's 
children are going to pay for that defi
cit. 

I think we have to be very careful 
that we do not just add more dollars to 

existing education programs and put 
this country in peril and close to bank
ruptcy. I know we have the ability to 
print paper money here. My father 
brought me down here when I was 12 
years old and we had a chance to visit 
the Treasury building and watch dol
lars being printed. 

I think when States have to comply 
with the balanced budget amendments 
and the local governments are cutting 
budgets and Governors all over the 
country are cutting budgets, the Con
gress must accept its responsibility to 
address the deficit as well as spending 
programs. I hope that the Ford amend
ment and the President's initiatives to
morrow can be formulated into a com
promise that takes the best ideas out 
of both those proposals. The com
promise can be put into the appropria
tions mark by the Subcommittee on 
Labor, Health and Education, chaired 
by Chairman NATCHER, with myself as 
the ranking member on the Republican 
side. I think we can do that within the 
caps and within the limitations of the 
budget. 

Governor Alexander and the Prest'
dent tomorrow are going to announce 
some new ideas. I have not seen the 
specifics. We met with the Secretary 
yesterday morning. We discussed the 
umbrella ideas. He is proposing four 
major areas of concentration to guide 
our schools toward the year 2000. 

We need better and more accountable 
schools. We know that. There is no 
question I think on either side of the 
aisle in respect to accountability and 
quality of education. One of the pro
grams that is being talked about is na
tional testing. I have mixed feelings 
about national testing because a ques
tion arises as to who makes up the 
test, who sets the test for the students 
in the 50 States. Are they uniform? Can 
we make comparisons between Michi
gan, Ohio, Kentucky and other States? 
I am not so sure we can do that. 

But be that as it may, we ought to at 
least have the capability through this 
legislation to look at those ideas. I do 
not think we should close that idea 
out, although I personally do have 
some reservations. I think that the 
principle of allowing local school sys
tems, the elected schools boards, the 
faculties, and the parents, to determine 
the priori ties of education over the 
years has been basically a sound prin
ciple, and I support that, and I think 
most of us do. 

However, we acknowledge that we 
have some weak programs in the coun
try that need to be supported both by 
the State and the Federal level. The 
President is going to discuss things 
like demonstration grants and new op
portunities to work with the private 
sector and the inner city school sys
tem. 

We have a new superintendent in the 
Detroit schpol system, a young woman, 
41 years old, who thinks that we should 

have choice. Her definition of choice is 
to be able to move within the Detroit 
system from one school to another. A 
bill that has been introduced by a 
State senator in Michigan, Senator 
Dan DeGrow and Representative O'Neil 
from Saginaw, proposes that choice be 
made within the intermediate school 
district, that you can move from one to 
another within a given intermediate 
district. So I think we have to be care
ful when we discuss the question of 
choice as to whether we include it in 
the broad sense of public versus private 
education, tax tuition credits, vouch
ers, and the like. But nevertheless, the 
Secretary would like some demonstra
tion grants to at least look at some of 
those ideas, particularly the inner city 
schools in which a lot of the black 
community is suggesting that we look 
at choice or alternatives to the exist
ing system, where we have dropout 
rates of up to 50 percent. The children 
in the city of Detroit are dropping out 
of the school system in great numbers 
that is unacceptable, I am sure, to all 
Members of Congress and to this Na
tion. 

In the area of research and develop
ment, I have looked at some studies in 
which we have compared our first 
grade students in math and science 
with Taiwan and Japan. In the first 
grade we do very well. At the end of 
the fifth grade U.S. students are last in 
those categories. 

The point I want to make with this 
study and these facts is that the Tai
wanese and the Japanese students are 
going to school 200 days a year. I am 
not sure that is a positive idea, but we 
ought to look at it. We ought to allow 
a school system willing to try it to 
fund a demonstration grant and give 
that school system an opportunity to 
look at what the results could be in a 
200 day-a-year school system. The Jap
anese and the Taiwanese students were 
ahead of us at the end of the fifth 
grade, light years ahead of us, not be
cause they are any smarter, they were 
just working harder. 

So with the President tomorrow an
nouncing his program, with Congress
man FORD's ideas on existing programs 
which I fully support, like Head Start, 
Tech prep and some of the others, I 
think we can work out a compromise 
that will be good for education, good 
for our kids and good for America. 

Mr. FORD of Michigan. Mr. Chair
man, I yield myself 30 seconds. I want 
to thank the gentleman from Michigan 
for his support. His support of edu
cation has been consistent. 

I do want to reassure him, however, I 
expect to be at the White House tomor
row as chairman of the Education and 
Labor Committee with an open ear and 
an open mind. I have heard all kinds of 
rumors, as has my colleague from 
Michigan, about what is likely to be in 
the announcement. 
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The one thing I can commit to in the 

presence of the House is that just be
cause it comes from that side of the 
aisle or from the other end of the 
street does not mean it will not be 
treated fairly in our committee, and we 
will listen and pay attention. Sooner or 
later Members here will introduce the 
President's ideas in the form of legisla
tion. As soon as we have specific things 
to look at, I can assure the gentleman 
that they will get our attention. 

Mr. GRADISON. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield 5lh minutes to the gentleman 
from Iowa [Mr. SMITH]. 

Mr; SMITH of Iowa. Mr. Chairman, I 
have always supported education. I 
have been on the Appropriations sub
committee that funds education for 26 
years. In fact, I have been one of the 
Members who has supported most of 
the programs in effect today before 
they were ever started. 

But it is a mistake to take $100 mil
lion out of the Justice function where 
it has already been reduced to $500 mil
lion less than the President's request 
in the. budget resolution. In order to 
support education for another $400 mil
lion, when it has already gotten a $2 
billion increase, a good share of the $2 
billion already came out of the Justice 
function. 

Members should know what they are 
voting on when they vote to take $100 
million out of the Justice function. 
The administration's budget request 
for the Justice function was $14.8 bil
lion. The resolution before the House 
only carries $14.3 billion, $500 million 
less than the budget request by the 
President, and the administration re
quest did not include a dime for the Ju
venile Justice Program. That is $80 
million, with very strong House sup
port. We have virtually always put 
that $80 million back in some way or 
another. 

So the Justice function under the 
resolution is $580 million below the 
level that it takes to support the ad
ministration's request after we also 
fund juvenile justice. Now this amend
ment would take another $100 million 
out of it. That is not what we should be 
doing today. 

What the House would be doing by 
adopting this amendment and the reso
lution would be to adopt the same ap
proach that was adopted year before 
last. The House came in here in April 
1989 with a budget resolution that 
robbed the Justice Department, but 
had to come back in September and 
scrounge around to find the money to 
put these reductions back in. That is 
what the House would be going to get 
into this year if you vote for this, be
cause it is not tolerable to slash fund
ing for the Justice function, no matter 
what the money is shifted to. 

D 1100 
Now, it is said that some programs 

are exempt under this amendment if 

they deal with crime and drugs. Well, 
97 percent of the money in the Justice 
function is for agencies that deal in 
some way with crime and drugs. There 
is not much funding left to reduce with 
that is not in some way or another con
cerned with crime and drugs. 

The reason the administration re
quested an increase in dollars for this 
function is because we must annualize 
some big programs that we funded or 
approved right here in the House last 
year and the year before. Prisons are 
now completed and need to be opened. 
We funded the construction the year 
before last. They need to be opened 
now. 

We need to fund parole reform, 85 
new judges, S&L investigations. Both 
sides of the aisle tried to outbid one 
another last year in putting more 
money in for S&L investigations. That 
is one reason. We need to annualize 
that. 

Do we not want to hire the additional 
people to investigate and prosecute 
these cases? If you vote for this amend
ment, you are voting to cut S&L inves
tigations. There is no doubt about it, 
and prosecutions, too. 

But, even if we could some way find 
enough money in programs which do 
not affect crime or do not affect drugs, 
what would they be? Well, here are 
some of the things, the few things that 
are left: one is the Missing Children's 
Program. We would have to have at 
least a 10-percent, probably a 20-per
cent, cut across-the-board in these pro
grams if we exempt everything that is 
not connected in an agency with crime 
or drugs. 

Missing Children's Program, do we 
want to cut that 10 or 20 percent? 

The Juvenile Justice Program, we 
would have to cut them clear out, $80 
million. We will have enough trouble 
cutting other programs enough to fund 
it. 

Mr. FORD of Michigan. Mr. Chair
man, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. SMITH of Iowa. I am happy to 
yield to the gentleman from Michigan. 

Mr. FORD of Michigan. Mr. Chair
man, this is the second time you men
tioned juvenile justice. I wish the gen
tleman would look at the report on 
page 31, and that is specifically ex
empted from this amendment, which is 
juvenile justice assistance. 

Mr. SMITH of Iowa. All right. 
Mr. FORD of Michigan. It is specifi

callyj exempted. You mentioned several 
programs. 

Mr. SMITH of Iowa. No. That is juve
nile justice assistance. 

Mr. FORD of Michigan. Nothing gets 
cut more than 1 percent. 

Mr. SMITH of Iowa. That is not true. 
It cannot possibly be true. There is no 
way that can be true. 

Mr. FORD of Michigan. It is in writ
ing, NEAL. 

Mr. SMITH of Iowa. What is a few 
words in a report? That is just smoke 

and mirrors, and you know that. I am 
talking about the facts and the money, 
the dollars. There must be funds, not 
just words, to fund it. We can write 
anything in a report and say that it 
does something it does not do, but they 
cannot write a check based on a few 
words in a budget report. 

Also, the Child Abuse Program, this 
House came in here last year and 
passed a new Child Abuse Program. We 
cannot fund it with this budget resolu
tion, let alone taking another $100 mil
lion out of this function. Are you 
against Child Abuse Programs? If so, 
why did the House vote for it last year? 
Those who vote for this amendment are 
voting to cut Child Abuse Programs, no 
question about it. 

Also involved are the Antitrust Divi
sion, the Civil Rights Division, Tax Di
vision, Parole Commission. We need to 
do a lot of work in the parole area. The 
U.S. Trustees, Legal Services Corpora
tion, Civil Rights Commission; if you 
support this across-the-board cut, you 
are supporting a cut in the Civil Rights 
Commission 10 to 20 percent below last 
year's level. They want an increase, 
but even level funding would not be 
possible under this amendment. Do you 
want to cut the Civil Rights Commis
sion 10 to 20 percent below last year's 
level? Equal Employment Opportunity 
Commission. It would be slashed by 
this amendment too. These programs 
are just some of the programs you 
would cut if you vote to cut another 
$100 million out of the Justice function 
when the resolution before us has al
ready taken $500 million out of this 
function in order to help with the in
crease of this other function by $2 bil
lion. 

I think Members should look at the 
facts here. 

Mr. FORD of Michigan. Mr. Chair
man, I yield 2 minutes to the gen
tleman from Ohio [Mr. TRAFICANT]. 

Mr. TRAFICANT. Mr. Chairman, 
after all this debate all I know is this: 
We have gone full cycle, Gramm-Latta, 
Gramm-Rudman, Gramm bankrupt. 

My question is: What is next? Why 
does not Congress just simply take all 
the debt and deficits off budget? Why 
not? Like crooks, Congress has two 
sets of books. 

Now, think about it. All we would 
have to do is give it a catchy new 
name. How about Gramm larceny? And · 
then we would all have another 5 years. 

I see these two great chairmen debat
ing over here. Mr. Chairman, if you are 
going to stop crime, if you are going to 
stop poverty, you are going to have to 
start educating people. It is time that 
Congress sets up some priorities. That 
is our job. 

The priorities of this country are so 
misdirected by our budgets that if we 
threw our budgets at the ground collec
tively they would probably miss. 
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The Ford amendment is an on-target 
amendment, and if we would listen to 
Chairman FORD we would do more. 

Crime, poverty, narcotics, alcohol
ism, social deviance, these are not 
themselves the major problem. They 
are symptomatic of a greater problem, 
and if we do not have education, we do 
not have jobs, we do not have individ
ual growth, and we are going to con
tinue to have them and become a sec
ond-rate social nation. 

I support the Ford amendment. 
Damn it, find some money somewhere 
else. 

It is time we come up with some 
money for education, and it is time 
that instead of talking about being the 
education leaders, the President and 
the Congress and the Senate, why not 
come up with some money? Then 
maybe 700,000 high school students 
could graduate and be able to read, be
cause right now there are 700,000 high 
school kids graduating that can't even 
read. Shame. 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore (Mr. 
MAZZOLI). The time of the gentleman 
has expired. 

The Chair would remind all Members 
that Members ought to be addressed in 
the third person, as the gentleman 
from a particular State, and not by 
first names. And the Chair would ad
vise Members, in characterizing the 
acts of this body, to refer to the House 
rules for guidance. Those House rules 
have not been followed in recent state
ments. 

Mr. GRADISON. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield 4 minutes to the gentleman from 
Ohio [Mr. REGULA]. 

Mr. REGULA. Mr. Chairman, I thank 
the gentleman for yielding me this 
time. 

Mr. Chairman, we are faced today 
with something similar to when you 
must choose between your children. 
What you try to do in those instances 
is be fair with your children, and the 
question today is fairness. 

The gentleman from Iowa pointed 
out that while this amendment has 
merit, there are other programs that 
also have merit. It is the responsibility 
of a budget to make priority choices. 

I am a strong supporter of "Chapter 
1." I visited Chapter 1 Programs during 
the Easter recess, and likewise, of Head 
Start. Both serve a very worthy pur
pose. 

However, I would urge the Commit
tee on Education and Labor to take a 
look at the redtape that they have 
wound around the Chapter 1 Program. 
A lot more effective use of that money 
could be made if it were not for much 
of the redtape that is involved in Chap
ter 1. So let us address this problem 
rather than short other good programs 
today. 

I want to point out that the Commit
tee on the Budget, in dealing with nat
ural resource&-function ~already 
took out $900 million below the Presi-

dent's request, whereas the same Com
mittee on the Budget has added $2 bil
lion to the education function above 
the President's request. They have 
been more than fair. 

Let us recognize that there are many 
important functions of government. 
The Ford amendment would take $100 
million out of function 300, a program 
vital to our Nation's future. 

Now, what does that mean? That 
means reducing the America the Beau
tiful Program, that means reducing the 
EPA grants which our communities 
need, that means reduction in the num
ber of wildlife refuges that we can fund, 
that means reductions in the Park 
Service, which are enjoyed by millions 
of Americans, that means reductions in 
fish and wildlife programs, that means 
reductions in our effort to protect en
dangered species, that means reduc
tions in the soil conservation pro
grams, that means reductions in the 
EPA program to deal with leaking un
derground water pollutant sources, and 
it means reductions in the underground 
storage program. It also, in the trans
portation function, means cuts in the 
Coast Guard which, of course, means 
that there will be less to deal with oil 
spills, to deal with response by the 
Coast Guard in prevention of spills, and 
in handling the problems of drug inter
diction. 

What I am saying here is, be careful. 
This is a vote that seemingly that you 
are doing something for education 
without penalizing any other needed 
program. Education has received an ad
ditional $2 billion, and I support that 
on the part of the Committee on the 
Budget, but let us not take an addi
tional $100 million out of some very im
portant and vital programs that have 
already suffered a reduction of $900 
million below the President's request. 

Some of the supporters of the point I 
am making, and in opposition to the 
amendment, are the Friends of the 
Earth, the Defenders of Wildlife, the 
National Parks and Conservation Asso
ciation, the Wilderness Society, the 
Izaak Walton League, the Association 
of State Water Pollution Control Ad
ministrators. 

Please keep in mind that we need to 
have fairness in the budget process, 
and we have to recognize that there are 
many different priorities, all of which 
are good. 

Again, I would reiterate that we rec
ognize the importance of education 
with a $2 billion increase, while at the 
same time we are reducing the con
servation, the natural resource pro
grams by $900 million. 

Let us not take an additional hit of 
$100 million against natural resources, 
as this amendment would do. Weigh it 
carefully in terms of this Nation's pri
orities. I believe if you do, you will rec
ognize that this amendment is not fair. 
It is not in the best interests of the 
overall equity in terms of budgeting. 

Mr. FORD of Michigan. Mr. Chair
man, I yield 1 minute to the gentleman 
from Indiana [Mr. RoEMER], a member 
of the Committee on Education and 
Labor. 

Mr. ROEMER. Mr. Chairman, every
body who has spoken so far in this 
Chamber is exactly on the point. This 
amendment is about tough critical 
choices for our future. 

I met 1 month ago with the director 
of correctional facilities in Indiana. I 
asked him why we are spending so 
much money on building prisons in In
diana, hundreds of millions of dollars. 
We are spending nationwide billions of 
dollars. 

He said that the biggest indicator of 
how many prison cells we will need in 
the year 2015 is the number of at-risk 
children in the second grade. 

Now, if we do not make some tough 
choices here today supporting edu
cation funding and Head Start pro
grams and preparing our workers for 
the future through preparation in voca
tional educational programs, in tar
geted Job Corps programs, we are going 
to be spending more money on prisons. 
We are going to have a larger debt with 
the Japanese and the Germans and we 
are going to continue to have, as I 
have, only 35 percent of my students 
enrolled in Head Start programs, a pro
gram that works. 

Finally, Mr. Chairman, yes, we are 
receptive to change and reform. We 
need some new ideas in our schools and 
we will be receptive to looking at some 
ideas, such as national testing and 
magnet schools, and so forth. We are 
not throwing money at this problem. 

Mr. Chairman, I rise in strong support of the 
Ford amendment to increase funding for 
education, training, and related programs by 
$400 million. This amendment builds upon 
Chairman FORD's homefront budget initiative 
by increasing our commitment to education in 
the fiscal year 1992 budget resolution. 

I commend the Budget Committee for its 
recommendation that education be increased 
by $2 billion, which is triple the increase pro
posed in the President's budget. However, I 
believe that we need to go further in increas
ing education spending. 

Education must be a top domestic policy pri
ority for the United States. Providing quality 
education is an investment in the future of our 
Nation. Numerous studies have shown that for 
every $1 spent on early childhood education 
programs, such as Head Start, the return on 
that investment is $6 in savings in terms of 
welfare costs, remedial education, crime, and 
other social problems. 

Far too many of our youth continue to leave 
school without the fundamental skills to be 
productive in the workplace. If we fail to ade
quately educate these youth, we are foreclos
ing their opportunities to become productive 
members of society. Their hopes and futures 
turn into despair and failure. The costs to 
these youth are enormous in terms of lost op
portunities and shattered dreams. The costs to 
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society are enormous as well in terms of our 
economy and our ability to remain competitive. 

We must ensure that America remains 
strong economically and able to meet the 
workplace challenges of the future. We as a 
nation must work to improve the future of our 
children. Increased funding for education is a 
sound investment in our Nation's children and 
our future. 

Although I personally believe that we could 
go even further in investing in education, I 
strongly support the Ford amendment and I 
urge my colleagues to do the same. 

Mr. FORD of Michigan. Mr. Chair
man, I yield 2 minutes to the gentle
woman from Hawaii [Mrs. MINK], a 
member of the committee. 

Mrs. MINK. Mr. Chairman, I rise in 
very vigorous and strenuous support of 
the recommendation of our committee 
Chair here for additional funds in the 
educational function. 

I have heard the debates this morn
ing, critical of the suggestion that 
there would be individuals in this body 
willing to stand up and articulate the 
importance of education to the future 
of this country. This is what this de
bate is all about. 

It is a question of determining where 
your priorities are. This is an invest
ment in our future. It is not a funding 
for today or a look back to yesterday. 
This is an effort of this Congress to 
look to the future of this country. 
There is no better way to spend an ad
ditional $400 million than on the future 
of our country and our children. This 
investment will pay enormous divi
dends. 

If we are concerned about crime, 
about drugs, and about all these other 
things that plague our Nation, it is an 
investment in our children, in edu
cation, to give them an opportunity to 
see that there is a chance for them in 
the future that is going to make a 
differnce. 

I admit that we should stand here 
and congratulate the Budget Commit
tee for coming up with $2 billion addi
tional money for education beyond the 
budget, but this is only a paltry begin
ning. Think of it. We have over 12 mil
lion children in our country who come 
from poverty levels, and yet we are 
only able to accommodate a little over 
a third in a Head Start Program that 
everybody says is the most excellent 
program that ever has been put in 
place by the Congress in years past. 

We can only fund it at 35 or 36 per
cent. This is really tragic. We have to 
only talk about full funding in the next 

· 7 or 8 years. I would like to see full 
funding right now, but I am content to 
say that we must make progress in 
small steps, and I cannot describe this 
amendment that our chairman has of
fered as anything but a small step to
ward a future that is so essential. 

Mr. FORD of Michigan. Mr. Chair
man, I yield 1 minute to the gentle
woman from California [Ms. WATERS]. 

Ms. WATERS. Mr. Chairman, I rise in 
strong support of the Ford amendment. 

Mr. Chairman, I yield to the gen
tleman from the Virgin Islands. 

Mr. DE LUGO. Mr. Chairman, I rise in 
strong support of the amendment of 
the gentleman from Michigan [Mr. 
FORD]. 

I would like to associate myself 
strongly with the remarks of the gen
tleman from Indiana [Mr. ROEMER] and 
the gentlewoman from Hawaii [Mrs. 
MINK]. 

Mr. Chairman, I am proud to make a state
ment today in support of the amendment of
fered by the gentleman from Michigan [Mr. 
FORD] to increase significantly the priority this 
Government places in education in this coun
try by authorizing an additional $400 million 
and increasing outlays by an additional $200 
million in the next fiscal year. 

I salute the initiative Chairman FORD has 
taken on behalf of the tens of millions of peo
ple in this country who will benefit from the 
amendment he has offered. The Chairman's 
untiring commitment to this important legisla
tion and his strong leadership in bringing it to 
the floor are remarkable, particularly in these 
times of budget constraints where we must 
operate under a virtual fiscal straightjacket. 
Chairman FORD recognizes-and is asking us 
to recognize-that every community, every 
city, every county, every State and territory 
has a stake in this important amendment. It is 
a solid commitment that will affect every family 
in America. 

No domestic programs are more important 
than those that enhance and improve edu
cation. The future of the American people and 
the future of this great Nation, indeed the fu
ture of the global community, is dependent 
upon the education we endow to our young. 
For us to provide the quality of life we expect 
in America, for us to remain competitive with 
other nations, for us to share the American 
dream in this generation and for generations 
to come, we must ensure that our Nation's citi
zens have a solid foundation in learning. 

Chairman FORD's amendment redoubles our 
support for a broad spectrum of programs, in
cluding health and nutrition, Head Start, train
ing in science and math, student financial as
sistance, and vocational and adult education. 
History has shown that these programs really 
work and make a significant difference in the 
achievements of our Nation's students, from 
prekindergarten through postsecondary edu
cation. 

These programs which Chairman FORD has 
identified are all crucial to successful learning 
in America today. They comprise a corner
stone of our democracy, for through knowl
edge comes freedom, in freedom comes 
strength, and in strength comes a more firm 
commitment to democracy. 

I urge the Members to support this impor
tant amendment offered by Chairman FORD. It 
is an investment in the future of the American 
people and America itself. 

Mr. FORD of Michigan. Mr. Chair
man, I yield 1 minute to the gentle
woman from Washington [Mrs. 
UNSOELD]. 

Mrs. UNSOELD. Mr. Chairman, I rise 
in support of the amendment. 

Mr. Chairman, we are talking about 
hard, tough decisions here today. We 
are talking about setting priorities so 
that we can invest in this great coun
try, because right now 40 percent of the 
children who come to school for the 
first time as first graders are pro
grammed to fail. 

Mr. Chairman, the programs that we 
are crying about cutting are impor
tant, but they pale beside that statis
tic. 

In the years since the Patriot missile 
was begun to be developed until it was 
used in the Persian Gulf, this country 
went from producing 70 percent of the 
world's consumer technology down to 5 
percent. 

We sent our Secretary of State 
around the world begging for funds to 
pay for that emergency. In another fu
ture conflict, we may be begging for 
the technology. We cannot afford to 
not invest in our children. 

Mr. FORD of Michigan. Mr. Chair
man, I yield 4 minutes to the gen
tleman from Montana [Mr. WILLIAMS], 
the chairman of the Subcommittee on 
Labor-Management Relations of the 
Committee on Education and Labor. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. Mr. Chairman, I 
thank the gentleman for yielding me 
this time. 

Mr. Chairman, during the past dis
trict work period, I circulated a pro
posal in the House that asked our 
Budget Committee to increase the 
amount for education, as the chairman 
of the full committee had supported, an 
amount four times greater than the in
crease upon which the Members will 
now be asked to vote. During that dis
trict work period, with Members out of 
town, in only 3 days I secured almost 
100 signatures, in effect cosponsors, for 
a proposal 4 times greater than this. 
We know that the Members of this 
House, as do their constituents, strong
ly support appropriate funding for 
America's schools, America's children 
and college and university students. 

The current deficit situation in the 
United States and the accounting prin
ciples inherent in the Gramm-Rudman 
law have created a situation which has 
made this Congress very much like the 
small town pharmacist who, because he 
does not have enough medicine in the 
back room to cure everyone in town, 
has decided he will cure no one. As a 
result, he puts just one drop of the cu
rative in every little prescription bot
tle, and sends people on their way with 
a pat on the head, telling them to take 
two aspirin, swallow this taste of medi
cine and get a good night's sleep. That 
is what is happening in this country, 
and as a result have you noticed that 
we are curing nothing. The bridges are 
falling down. Some say the children are 
not being taught properly. The roads 
are not being repaired. We have trouble 
in space and all the rest. 

Can't we decide to cure something in 
this country? Cannot this Congress 
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provide enough attention and assist
ance to make a true difference in at 
least one important American institu
tion-education? 

0 1120 
That is what Chairman FORD's 

amendment is all about. If adopted, let 
me just tell you a couple of things it 
might do. If we put this additional $400 
million here and the Committee on Ap
propriations decided to spend it on 
chapter 1, the 3 R's, it would bring an 
additional 420,000 students in America 
under chapter 1. If you will vote for 
this and the appropriators will decide 
to put it into Head Start, it will bring 
130,000 American poor children into 
Head Start. That will mean only 70 per
cent of the poor children in this coun
try are not receiving Head Start serv
ices instead of 80 percent not served as 
it is this morning. 

If we decide to put this money into 
Pell grants, it will mean that your sons 
and daughters will have a $200 increase 
.in their Pell grant money to help them 
pay those high tuitions and fees. But 
more important, it will mean that 
200,000 more students become eligible 
for Pell grants in the United States, al
most a quarter of a million new stu
dents being assisted if this money is 
used for Pell grants. 

Let us be the pharmacist who cures 
ills in the United States, let us vote for 
the Ford amendment and do something 
positive for the schools and for edu
cation in this country. 

Mr. GRADISON. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield 1lh minutes to the gentleman 
from California [Mr. DANNEMEYER], a 
member of the Committee on the Budg
et. 

Mr. DANNEMEYER. I thank my 
chairman for yielding. 

Mr. Chairman, it is time that we 
begin to improve public education in 
America. We will do so when we 
present to the States a constitutional 
amendment that will reinstitute vol
untary prayer in public schools. The 
denial of this practice came to us in 
1962, and ever since, this Nation has 
been adrift in how we are going to edu
cate our children. 

There are twin goals in public edu
cation, education of competence and 
education of conscience. 

Education of conscience principally 
belongs in the home and in the reli
gious community of the family. But it 
also belongs in our public schools in 
order for us to teach our kids that 

. there is a God in Heaven who created 
this world and everything in it and in 
order to have discipline in the class
room · which establishes an environ
ment for learning. 

I am sad to say that in my work on 
the Committee on the Judiciary in the 
last 6 years in this House, the commit
tee has bottled up the constitutional 
amendment and never brought it to the 
floor for a vote. 

I hope in this Congress we can bring 
it to a vote on the floor of the House so 
that Members can explai to their con
stituents where they stand on this fun
damental reform that is needed if we 
seriously intend to improve public edu
cation in the United States. 

Mr. FORD of Michigan. Mr. Chair
man, I yield 2 minutes to the gen
tleman from California [Mr. PANETTA], 
the chairman of the Committee on the 
Budget. 

Mr. PANETTA. Mr. Chairman, as has 
been pointed out here by Chairman 
FORD and others who have addressed 
this issue, the Budget Committee gave 
a great deal of thought and discussion 
to the issue of education and Head 
Start and the need to make invest
ments in our children, in our society. 
There is little doubt that if this Nation 
is going to become competitive in the 
future, we simply have to put more re
sources in these areas. And, in fact, 
education funding was the No. 1 prior
ity in the committee budget that we 
present to the House. We tripled the in
crease that the President suggested to 
some $2 billion. We also put $350 mil
lion more into Head Start, putting it 
on a track toward full funding. 

So I believe the committee did a good 
job in this area. But I also recognize 
and sympathize with those who want to 
put additional resources into it. I guess 
if there are additional resources to be 
put into an area, children should be our 
No. 1 priority. 

Since this amendment does do it in a 
way that is deficit-neutral and takes it 
from the nonpriori ty areas, I am not 
opposed to it. 

This week the President is going to 
announce an education initiative. His 
concerns are worthy concerns, and we 
should listen to them. But the test of 
any commitment to education is not 
just words, it is action. I think the 
committee recommendation and the 
Ford amendment will show that the 
House, when it comes to education, is 
ready to make this issue its No. 1 pri
ority, not just in words but in actions 
as well. 

Mr. GRADISON. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield myself the balance of my time. 

Mr. Chairman, I would like to sum up 
in this way: I think it is perfectly clear 
from the debate itself and from the 
comments just made by the chairman 
of the Committee on the Budget, that 
education is already funded in the 
budget resolution before us well above 
current levels. What bothers me about 
the debate on this issue more than any
thing else is that I do not sense that it 
is focusing on the need for real change 
in the schools. In my judgment, this 
amendment is not focusing on the need 
for real change in the schools. One lis
tening to this debate might get the im
pression that it is only money that 
matters. And that simply is not true. 

What can make a difference is added 
funding for some carefully designed re-

search, incentives, and service pro
grams to help States and localities re
form and revitalize our education sys
tem and move that system and our 
children more rapidly toward achieve
ment of our national education goals. 

Mr. Chairman, this is not a free vote. 
It involves making choices. As debate 
has already brought out, it involves a 
choice between education and the envi
ronment. We have already heard from 
the gentleman from Ohio [Mr. REGULA] 
a listing of six national organizations 
interested in the environment who are 
opposed, and indeed they have sent us 
a letter opposing the Ford amendment. 

This amendment involves a choice 
between education and child abuse 
funds, as has been pointed out quite 
forcefully on this floor a little while 
earlier by the gentleman from Iowa 
[Mr. SMITH], a member of the Commit
tee on Appropriations. 

This amendment involves a choice 
between education and drug programs. 

Mr. Chairman, whether you like the 
President's version, or you like the 
version brought here by the Committee 
on the Budget, they are at least bal
anced packages. 

Mr. Chairman, I urge a "no" vote on 
the Ford amendment. 

Mr. FORD of Michigan. Mr. Chair
man, I yield 1 minute to the gentleman 
from Rhode Island [Mr. REED]. 

Mr. REED. Mr. Chairman, I rise to 
support the Ford amendment. The en
gine which pulls America is education. 
If you look at the host of problems we 
confront today, that is going to be a 
long uphill road. We need more invest
ment in education. 

There has been a change since I was 
younger, looking to go off to college. 
That change in America is increasingly 
less affordable for working America~. 
and we need to do more to invest in 
that affordability, that accessibility. 

The Ford amendment will do that. It 
will give us a strong, powerful engine 
that will help pull us forward. 

We talk about problems, we talk 
about problems in the. environment, 
talk about problems in health care, but 
really the solution to those problems 
begins and ends with education. 

Mr. Chairman, this is an appropriate, 
important, crucial amendment which 
should be supported by all Members of 
the Congress. I applaud its author, and 
I hope all Members will join in support
ing this amendment. 

Mr. FORD of Michigan. Mr. Chair
man, I yield such time as she may 
consume to the gentlewoman from New 
York [Mrs. LOWEY]. 

Mrs. LOWEY of New York. Mr. Chair
man, I rise in strong support of the 
Ford amendment. 

Mr. Chairman, it is time to turn all 
this rhetoric into results. Let us sup
port it strongly. 

Mr. FORD of Michigan. Mr. Chair
man, I yield myself the balance of my 
time. 
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Mr. Chairman, I would like to close 

with one simple observation. Mr. 
GRADISON has proceeded as a gen
tleman, but his presentation has been a 
little bit misleading. This debate and 
this action was about the budget, and 
the budget is about money. Whether or 
not we adopt legislation that can be 
called the education reform will be 
done by the committees of the House 
and the Senate in the normal author
ization process. 

D 1130 
Mr. Chairman, that is not what we 

are doing here today. We are simply de
ciding how much money the Commit
tee on Appropriations can spend in 
each of the functions of the budget, and 
what we have done is very carefully 
preserved the priorities that the Com
mittee on the Budget set up by not 
touching those programs and taking a 
small amount, no more than 1 percent, 
from any program, from other budget 
functions, and I can understand when 
the chairman of the Committee on the 
Budget, the subcommittee chairman of 
the Committee on the Budget, see 
money being taken from their func
tions and being put in another chair
man's function and that they might 
not like that, and I regret the fact that 
I have gotten between friends of many 
years' standing. 

However, Mr. Chairman, I want to 
tell my colleagues something. I am 
willing to take anybody on on this 
issue because I believe the American 
people have heard all the rhetoric they 
want about how much we want to do 
for their children. They are waiting 
back there saying, "All right; put up or 
shut up." 

This is a chance to put up or shut up. 
I say to my colleagues, "Don't claim 
you're for education if you can't vote 
for it when it comes to the hard, tough 
choices of putting your money where 
your mouth is." 

Mr. PENNY. Mr. Chairman, I rise in support 
of the amendment offered by Congressman 
FORD to increase spending for education and 
training programs by $400 million next fiscal 
year. The additional spending provided by this 
amendment will result in significant increases 
for several education programs so vital to our 
children's well-being and to our Nation's future 
productivity: the Chapter 1 Compensatory 
Education Program, Head Start, college stu
dent financial assistance, math and science 
education, and others. 

Passage of this amendment will mean that 
tens of thousands of students will have access 
to these successful programs. Furthermore, 
passage of this amendment adheres to the 
desire of so many of us for full funding of 
these cost-effective education and training 
programs before the end of the decade. 

It is important for Member's to know that 
this additional spending in programs we all 
identify as high priority is completely offset by 
reductions in other functional spending cat
egories in the budget. Chairman FORD is to be 
commended for adhering to the spirit and the 

letter of the pay-as-you-go budget process 
now in place. 

Mr. Chairman, this amendment, which tar
gets for spending increases the most cost-ef
fective education and training programs cur
rently in place, paid for by a reduction in low
priority domestic spending, deserves over
whelming support. 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore (Mr. 
MAzzoLI). The question is on perfecting 
the amendment offered by the gen
tleman from Michigan [Mr. FORD]. 

The question was taken; and the 
Chairman pro tempore announced that 
the ayes appeared to have it. 

RECORDED VOTE 

Mr. FORD of Michigan. Mr. Chair
man, I demand a recorded vote. 

A recorded vote was ordered. 
The vote was taken by electronic de

vice, and there were-ayes 261, noes 158, 
not voting 12, as follows: 

Abercrombie 
Ackerman 
Alexander 
Allard 
Anderson 
Andrews (ME) 
Andrews (NJ) 
Andrews (TX) 
Annunzio 
Anthony 
Asp in 
Atkins 
AuCoin 
Bacchus 
Bennett 
Bentley 
Berman 
Bilbray 
B111rakis 
Boehlert 
Bonior 
Borski 
Boucher 
Boxer 
Brewster 
Brooks 
Broomfield 
Browder 
Brown 
Bruce 
Bustamante 
Campbell (CO) 
Carper 
Carr 
Cha.pman 
Clay 
Clement 
Coleman (MO) 
Coleman (TX) 
Coll1ns (IL) 
Collins (MI) 
Condit 
Conyers 
Cooper 
Costello 
Coughlin 
Cox (!L) 
Coyne 
Cramer 
Darden 
Davis 
de la Garza. 
DeFazio 
De Lauro 
Dell urns 
Derrick 
Dicks 
Ding ell 
Dixon 
Donnelly 
Dooley 
Dorgan (ND) 
Downey 
Duncan 

[Roll No. 67) 
AYE8-261 

Durbin 
Dwyer 
Early 
Eckart 
Edwards (CA) 
Edwards (OK) 
Edwards (TX) 
Engel 
Erdreich 
Espy 
Evans 
Fascell 
Fa well 
Fazio 
Feighan 
Fish 
Flake 
Foglietta 
Ford (MI) 
Ford(TN) 
Frank (MA) 
Frost 
Gaydos 
Gejdenson 
Gephardt 
Geren 
Gibbons 
Gilman 
Gingrich 
Glickman 
Gonzalez 
Goodling 
Gordon 
Gray 
Guarini 
Gunderson 
Hall (OH) 
Hall (TX) 
Hamilton 
Harris 
Hatcher 
Hayes (!L) 
Hayes(LA) 
Hefner 
Henry 
Hertel 
Hoagland 
Hochbrueckner 
Horn 
Horton 
Hoyer 
Hubbard 
Huckaby 
Jacobs 
Jefferson 
Jenkins 
Johnson (CT) 
Johnson (SD) 
Johnston 
Jones (NC) 
Jontz 
Kanjorski 
Kaptur 
Kennedy 

Kennelly 
Kildee 
Kleczka 
Klug 
Kopetski 
LaFalce 
Lancaster 
Lantos 
LaRocco 
Leach 
Lehman(CA) 
Levin (MI) 
Levine (CA) 
Lewis(GA) 
Lloyd 
Lowey (NY) 
Luken 
Machtley 
Manton 
Markey 
Martin 
Martinez 
Matsui 
Mavroules 
McCloskey 
McCurdy 
McDade 
McDermott 
McGrath 
McHugh 
McNulty 
Mfume 
MUler (CA) 
Min eta 
Mink 
Moakley 
Mollohan 
Moody 
Moran 
Morella 
Mrazek 
Murphy 
Murtha 
Nagle 
Natcher 
Neal(MA) 
Neal (NC) 
Oakar 
Oberstar 
Obey 
Olin 
Ortiz 
Owens(NY) 
Owens(UT) 
Pallone 
Panetta 
Payne (NJ) 
Payne (VA) 
Penny 
Perkins 
Peterson (FL) 
Petri 
Pickett 
Pickle 

Po shard 
Price 
Pursell 
Rahall 
Ramstad 
Rangel 
Reed 
Richardson 
Roemer 
Rose 
Rostenkowski 
Rowland 
Roybal 
Russo 
Sanders 
Sangmeister 
Savage 
Sawyer 
Schaefer 
Scheuer 
Schroeder 
Schumer 
Serrano 

Applegate 
Archer 
Armey 
Ba.ker 
Ballenger 
Barnard 
Barrett 
Barton 
Bateman 
Beilenson 
Bereuter 
Bevill 
B111ey 
Boehner 
Bunning 
Burton 
Byron 
Callahan 
Camp 
Campbell (CA) 
Cardin 
Chandler 
Clinger 
Coble 
Combest 
Cox (CA) 
Crane 
Cunningham 
Dannemeyer 
DeLay 
Dickinson 
Doolittle 
Dreier 
Emerson 
English 
Fields 
Franks(CT) 
Gallegly 
Gallo 
Gekas 
Gilchrest 
Glllmor 
Goss 
Gradlson 
Grandy 
Green 
Hammerschmidt 
Hancock 
Hansen 
Hastert 
Hefley 
Herger 
Hobson 

Bryant 
Dornan(CA) 
Dymally 
Hughes 

Sharp 
Shays 
Sikorski 
Sisisky 
Skaggs 
Slattery 
Slaughter (NY) 
Smith(FL) 
Snowe 
Solarz 
Solomon 
Spratt 
Staggers 
Stallings 
Stark 
Stokes 
Studds 
Swift 
Synar 
Tauzin 
Taylor (MS) 
Taylor (NC) 
Thomas(GA) 

NOE8-158 
Holloway 
Hopkins 
Houghton 
Hunter 
Hutto 
Hyde 
Inhofe 
Ireland 
James 
Jones(GA) 
Kasich 
Kolbe 
Kolter 
Kyl 
Lagomarsino 
Laughlin 
Lent 
Lewis(CA) 
Lewis (FL) 
Lightfoot 
Lipinski 
Livingston 
Long 
Lowery (CA) 
Mazzoli 
McCandless 
McCollum 
McCrery 
McEwen 
McMillan (NC) 
McMUlen (MD) 
Meyers 
Michel 
M1ller (OH) 
M1ller (WA) 
Molinari 
Montgomery 
Moorhead 
Morrison 
Myers 
Nichols 
Nowak 
Nussle 
Orton 
Oxley 
Packard 
Parker 
Patterson 
Paxon 
Pease 
Pelosi 
Porter 
Quillen 

Thornton 
Torres 
Traficant 
Unsoeld 
Upton 
Vander Jagt 
Vento 
Visclosky 
Volkmer 
Walsh 
Washington 
Waters 
Waxman 
Weber 
Weiss 
Weldon 
Wheat 
WUliams 
Wilson 
Wise 
Wolpe 
Wyden 
Yatron 

Ravenel 
Ray 
Regula 
Rhodes 
Ridge 
Riggs 
Rinaldo 
Ritter 
RA:>berta 
Roe 
RA:>gers 
Rohraba.cher 
RA:>s-Lehtinen 
RA:>th 
Sabo 
Santorum 
Sa.rpalius 
Saxton 
Schiff 
Schulze 
Bensen brenner 
Shaw 
Shuster 
Skeen 
Skelton 
Slaughter (VA) 
Smith (IA) 
Smith(NJ) 
Smith(OR) 
Smith(TX) 
Spence 
Stearns 
Stenholm 
Stump 
Sundquist 
Swett 
Tallon 
Tanner 
Thomas(CA) 
Thomas(WY) 
Torrice111 
Traxler 
Valentine 
Vucanovich 
Walker 
Whitten 
Wolf 
Wylie 
Young(AK) 
Young (FL) 
Zeliff 
Zimmer 

NOT VOTING-12 
Kostmayer 
Lehman (FL) 
Marlenee 
Peterson (MN) 

D 1154 

RA:>ukema 
Towns 
Udall 
Yates 

The Clerk announced the following 
pairs: 

On this vote: 
Mr. Kostmayer for, with Mr. Lehman of 

Florida against. 
l\fr. Dymally for, with Mr. Dornan of Cali

fornia against. 
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Messrs. BOEHNER, LIPINSKI, and 

TRAXLER changed their vote from 
"aye" to "no." 

Messrs. HENRY, GILMAN, COLE
MAN of Missouri, ECKART, MOLLO
HAN, and COUGHLIN changed their 
vote from "no" to "aye." 

So the perfecting amendment was 
agreed to. 

The result of the vote was announced 
as above recorded. 

PERSONAL EXPLANATION 
Mr. KOPETSKI. Mr. Speaker, I was 

unable to be present for the vote on 
rollcall No. 68, the Dannemeyer amend
ment, and had I been present, I would 
have voted "no" on rollcall vote No. 68. 

AMENDMENT IN THE NATURE OF A SUBSTITUTE 
OFFERED BY MR. DANNEMEYER 

Mr. DANNEMEYER. Mr. Chairman, I 
offer an amendment in the nature of a 
substitute. 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore (Mr. 
MAZZOLI). The Clerk will designate the 
amendment in the nature of a sub
stitute. 

The text of the amendment in the na
ture of a substitute is as follows: 

Amendment in the nature of a substitute 
offered by Mr. DANNEMEYER: 

Strike all after the resolving clause and in
sert the following: 
That the budget for fiscal year 1992 is estab
lished, and the appropriate budgetary levels 
for fiscal years 1993, 1994, 1995, and 1996 are 
hereby set forth. 

RECOMMENDED LEVELS AND AMOUNTS 
SEc. 2. (a) The following budgetary levels 

are appropriate for the fiscal years beginning 
on October 1, 1991, October 1, 1992, October 1, 
1993, October 1, 1994, and October 1, 1995: 

(1) The recommended levels of Federal rev-
enues are as follows: 

Fiscal year 1992: $850,413,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1993: $909,736,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1994: $966,288,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1995: $1,025,708,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1996: $1,079,813,000,000. 

and the amounts by which the aggregate lev
els of Federal revenues should be increased 
are as follows: 

Fiscal year 1992: $0. 
Fiscal year 1993: $0. 
Fiscal year 1994: $0. 
Fiscal year 1995: $0. 
Fiscal year 1996: $0. 

and the amounts for Federal Insurance Con
tributions Act revenues for hospital insur
ance within the recommended levels of Fed
eral revenues are as follows: 

Fiscal year 1992: $82,100,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1993: $88,600,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1994: $94,400,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1995: $100,600,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1996: $107,100,000,000. 
(2) The appropriate levels of total new 

budget authority are as follows: 
Fiscal year 1992: $1,214,096,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1993: $1,205,829,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1994: $1,222,914,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1995: $1,254,282,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1996: $1,302,290,000,000. 
(3) The appropriate levels of total budget 

outlays are as follows: 
Fiscal year 1992: $1,149,475,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1993: $1,132,790,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1994: $1,136,552,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1995: $1,098,132,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1996: $1,139,594,000,000. 

(4) The amounts of the deficits are as fol-
lows: 

Fiscal year 1992: $299,062,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1993: $223,054,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1994: $170,264,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1995: $72,424,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1996: $59,781,000,000. 
(5) The appropriate levels of the public 

debt are as follows: 
Fiscal year 1992: $3,993,300,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1993: $4,364,300,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1994: $4,707,700,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1995: $4,966,900,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1996: $5,237,700,000,000. 
(6) The appropriate levels of total Federal 

credit activity for the fiscal years beginning 
on October 1, 1991, October 1, 1992, October 1, 
1993, October 1, 1994, and October 1, 1995, are 
as follows: 

Fiscal year 1992: 
(A) New direct loan obligations, 

$14,699,000,000. 
(B) New primary loan guarantee commit

ments, $115,695,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1993: 
(A) New direct loan obligations, 

$14,977,000,000. 
(B) New primary loan guarantee commit

ments, $116,989,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1994: 
(A) New direct loan obligations, 

$13,583,000,000. 
(B) New primary loan guarantee commit

ments, $118,897,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1995: 
(A) New direct loan obligations, 

$13,446,000,000. 
(B) New primary loan guarantee commit

ments, $120,913,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1996: 
(A) New direct loan obligations, 

$13,688,000,000. 
(B) New primary loan guarantee commit

ments, $122,544,000,000. 
(b) The Congress hereby determines and de

clares the appropriate levels of budget au
thority and budget outlays, and the appro
priate levels of new direct loan obligations 
and new primary loan guarantee commit
ments for fiscal years 1992 through 1996 for 
each major functional category are: 

(1) National Defense (050): 
Fiscal year 1992: 
(A) New budget authority, $290,820,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $295,245,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1993: 
(A) New budget authority, $290,904,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $291,986,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1994: 
(A) New budget authority, $289,878,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $286,666,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1995: 
(A) New budget authority, $297,282,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $288,620,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1996: 
(A) New budget authority, $306,778,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $293,235,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit

ments, $0. 
(2) International Affairs (150): 
Fiscal year 1992: 

(A) New budget authority, $18,120,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $14,887,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, 

$1,744,000,000. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $9,349,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1993: 
(A) New budget authority, $18,130,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $15,483,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, 

$1,625,000,000. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $9,344,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1994: 
(A) New budget authority, $18,562,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $16,102,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, 

$1,431,000,000. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $9,304,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1995: 
(A) New budget authority, $19,319,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $16,746,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, 

$1,448,000,000. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $9,361,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1996: 
(A) New budget authority, $20,173,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $17,416,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, 

$1,455,000,000. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit

ments, $9,406,000,000. 
(3) General Science, Space, and Technology 

(250): 
Fiscal year 1992: 
(A) New budget authority, $15,839,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $15,623,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1993: 
(A) New budget authority, $16,473,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $16,248,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1994: 
(A) New budget authority, $17,131,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $16,897,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1995: 
(A) New budget authority, $17,817,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $17,573,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1996: 
(A) New budget authority, $18,529,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $18,276,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
(4) Energy (270): 
Fiscal year 1992: 
(A) New budget authority, $5,328,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $2,550,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, 

$1,198,000,000. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $1,100,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1993: 
(A) New budget authority, $5,541,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $2,652,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, 

$1,742,000,000. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $1,150,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1994: 
(A) New budget authority, $5,763,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $2,759,000,000. 
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(C) New direct loan obligations, 

$724,000,000. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $1,200,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1995: 
(A) New budget authority, $5,993,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $2,869,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, 

$650,000,000. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $1,250,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1996: 
(A) New budget authority, $6,233,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $2,984,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, 

$849,000,000. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit

ments, $1,280,000,000. 
(5) Natural Resources and Environment 

(300): 
Fiscal year 1992: 
(A) New budget authority, $19,612,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $18,460,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, SO. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, SO. 
Fiscal year 1993: 
(A) New budget authority, $20,396,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $19,198,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, SO. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, SO. 
Fiscal year 1994: 
(A) New budget authority, $21,212,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $19,966,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, SO. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, SO. 
Fiscal year 1995: 
(A) New budget authority, $22,060,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $20,765,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, SO. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, SO. 
Fiscal year 1996: 
(A) New budget authority, $22,943,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $21,595,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, SO. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, so. 
(6) Agriculture (350): 
Fiscal year 1992: 
(A) New budget authority, $21,429,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $15,984,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, 

$8,288,000,000. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $8,464,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1993: 
(A) New budget authority, $19,073,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $15,580,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, 

$8,265,000,000. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $8,462,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1994: 
(A) New budget authority, $17,462,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $14,541,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, 

$8,203,000,000. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $8,470,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1995: 
(A) New budget authority, $18,377,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $13,627,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, 

$8,236,000,000. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $8,424,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1996: 
(A) New budget authority, $14,473,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $13,047,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, 

$8,387,000,000. 

(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $8,175,000,000. 

(7) Commerce and Housing Credit (370): 
Fiscal year 1992: 
(A) New budget authority, $108,025,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $104,799,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, 

$1,380,000,000. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $67,768,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1993: 
(A) New budget authority, $60,419,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $55,764,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, 

$1,355,000,000. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $70,827,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1994: 
(A) New budget authority, $38,669,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $29,360,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, 

$1,356,000,000. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $72,450,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1995: 
(A) New budget authority, $21,295,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $45,141,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, 

$1,341,000,000. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $73,816,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1996: 
(A) New budget authority, $21,720,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $40,693,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, 

$1,324,000,000. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $75,218,000,000. 
(8) Transportation (400): 
Fiscal year 1992: 
(A) New budget authority, $32,900,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $31,891,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, SO. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, SO. 
Fiscal year 1993: 
(A) New budget authority, $34,195,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $33,167,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, SO. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, SO. 
Fiscal year 1994: 
(A) New budget authority, $35,562,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $34,493,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, SO. 
Fiscal year 1995: 
(A) New budget authority, $36,987,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $35,873,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, SO. 
Fiscal year 1996: 
(A) New budget authority, $38,699,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $37,308,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, SO. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit

ments, so. 
(9) Community and Regional Development 

(450): 
Fiscal year 1992: 
(A) New budget authority, $6,200,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $6,704,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, 

$940,000,000. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $466,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1993: 
(A) New budget authority, $6,461,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $6,522,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, 

$953,000,000. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit

ments, $468,000,000. 

Fiscal year 1994: 
(A) New budget authority, $6,697,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $6,482,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, 

$967,000,000. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $469,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1995: 
(A) New budget authority, $6,953,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $6,695,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, 

$980,000,000. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $471,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1996: 
(A) New budget authority, $7,239,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $6,789,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, 

$994,000,000. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit

ments, $473,000,000. 
(10) Education, Training, Employment, and 

Social Services (500): 
Fiscal year 1992: 
(A) New budget authority, $43,636,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $42,643,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, SO. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $13,281,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1993: 
(A) New budget authority, $45,382,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $44,349,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, SO. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $13,994,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1994: 
(A) New budget authority, $47,197,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $44,973,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, so. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $14,880,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1995: 
(A) New budget authority, $49,085,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $45,834,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, SO. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $15,572,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1996: 
(A) New budget authority, $51,048,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $43,218,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, so. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $16,268,000,000. 
(11) Health (550): 
Fiscal year 1992: 
(A) New budget authority, $81,295,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $77,703,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, SO. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $185,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1993: 
(A) New budget authority, $89,587,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $85,609,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, SO. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $120,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1994: 
(A) New budget authority, $97,650,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $93,296,000,000. 

·(C) New direct loan obligations, SO. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $60,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1995: 
(A) New budget authority, $106,146,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $101,424,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, SO. 
Fiscal year 1996: 
(A) New budget authority, $115,275,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $110,141,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, SO. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit

ments, SO. 
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(12) Medicare (570): 
Fiscal year 1992: 
(A) New budget authority, $118,301,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $114,450,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1993: 
(A) New budget authority, $129,066,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $124,865,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1994: 
(A) New budget authority, $140,295,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $135,728,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1995: 
(A) New budget authority, $152,220,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $147,265,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1996: 
(A) New budget authority, $165,159,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $159,783,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
(13) Income Security (600): 
Fiscal year 1992: 
(A) New budget authority, $220,115,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $174,552,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1993: 
(A) New budget authority, $227,976,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $181,607,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1994: 
(A) New budget authority, $238,691,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $190,093,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1995: 
(A) New budget authority, $251,580,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $200,304,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1996: 
(A) New budget authority, $264,411,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $210,505,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee c·ommit-

ments, $0. 
(14) Social Security (650): 
Fiscal year 1992: 
(A) New budget authority, $5,853,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $5,853,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1993: 
(A) New budget authority, $6,453,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $6,453,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1994: 
(A) New budget authority, $7,078,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $7,078,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1995: 
(A) New budget authority, $7,738,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $7,738,000,000. 

(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1996: 
(A) New budget authority, $8,447,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $8,447,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
(15) Veterans Benefits and Services (700): 
Fiscal year 1992: 
(A) New budget authority, $33,390,000;000. 
(B) Outlays, $32,223,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, 

$1,149,000,000. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $14,632,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1993: 
(A) New budget authority, $34,726,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $33,513,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, 

$1,037,000,000. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $12,624,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1994: 
(A) New budget authority, $36,046,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $34,781,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, 

$902,000,000. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $12,064,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1995: 
(A) New budget authority, $37,380,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $36,079,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, 

$791,000,000. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $12,019,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1996: 
(A) New budget authority, $38,763,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $37,425,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, 

$679,000,000. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $11,724,000,000. 
(16) Administration of Justice (750): 
Fiscal year 1992: 
(A) New budget authority, $13,301,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $12,772,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1993: 
(A) New budget authority, $13,833,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $13,285,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1994: 
(A) New budget authority, $14,386,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $13,816,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1995: 
(A) New budget authority, $14,961,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $14,363,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1996: 
(A) New budget authority, $15,560,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $14,931,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
(17) General Government (800): 
Fiscal year 1992: 
(A) New budget authority, $13,011,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $11,599,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit

ments, $450,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1993: 

(A) New budget authority, $13,532,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $12,063,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1994: . 
(A) New budget authority, $14,073,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $12,546,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1995: 
(A) New budget authority, $14,636,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $13,047,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1996: 
(A) New budget authority, $15,221,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $13,569,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
(18) Net Interest (900): 
Fiscal year 1992: 
(A) New budget authority, $206,738,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $206,738,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1993: 
(A) New budget authority, $215,640,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $215,640,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1994: 
(A) New budget authority, $220,731,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $220,731,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1995: 
(A) New budget authority, $220,904,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $220,904,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1996: 
(A) New budget authority, $219,970,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $219,970,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
(19) Allowances (920): 
Fiscal year 1992: 
(A) New budget authority, $0. 
(B) Outlays, $4,611,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1993: 
(A) New budget authority, $0. 
(B) Outlays, $754,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1994: 
(A) New budget authority, $0. 
(B) Outlays, $406,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1995: 
(A) New budget authority, $0. 
(B) Outlays, $0. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1996: 
(A) New budget authority, $0. 
(B) Outlays, $0. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit

ments, $0. 
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(20) Undistributed Offsetting Receipts (950): 
Fiscal year 1992: 
(A) New budget authority, -$39,817,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, -$39,817,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1993: 
(A) New budget authority, -$41,958,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, -$41,958,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1994: 
(A) New budget authority, -$44,168,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, -$44,168,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1995: 
(A) New budget authority, -$46,451,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, -$46,451,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1996: 
(A) New budget authority, -$48,351,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, -$48,351,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit

ments, $0. 
SEC. 3(a) It is the sense of Congress that 

the Department of the Treasury shall initi
ate a program to issue Treasury obligations 
redeemable in gold, that 

(1) have an annual investment yield not ex
ceeding 2 per centum; 

(2) have principal and interest redeemable 
at maturity in gold. 

(b) The aggregate value of these obliga
tions shall not exceed $20,000,000,000. 

(c) Revenues collected pursuant to this 
program shall be used solely for the purpose 
of reducing the Federal budget deficit. 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. Under 
the rule, the gentleman from Califor
nia [Mr. DANNEMEYER] will be recog
nized for 30 minutes and the gentleman 
from California [Mr. PANETI'A] will be 
recognized for 30 minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from California [Mr. DANNEMEYER]. 

Mr. DANNEMEYER. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield myself such time as I may 
consume. 

Mr. Chairman, there are two policy 
courses that we should pursue in deal
ing with the budget. The first is to re
strain to the greatest extent possible 
the increase in spending, 1992 over 1991, 
which is the year we are talking about, 
fiscal year 1992. The second is to ad
dress, the issue of monetary reform in 
order to reduce interest costs. 

Mr. Chairman, this chart displays 
what has happened to the budget and 
spending of the Federal Government 
since 1968 when a historic decision was 
made, when we severed the link be
tween the dollar and gold. The facts 
just jump out at you. You cannot deny 
it. The deficits have essentially come 
into our system since that time. This 
23-year experiment with the dollar 
being backed by nothing should be de
clared over. 

0 1200 
Mr. Chairman, the second policy op

tion we should pursue is to take a step 

down the road of reforming the mone
tary system. This budget resolution 
has some language in it which directs 
the Treasury to sell not more than $20 
billion of gold-backed bonds. Nobody 
knows what the interest rate on those 
bonds would be. I believe there is good 
evidence it would be between 2-percent 
and 3-percent interest. That would sig
nificantly reduce the cost of borrowing 
money not only to the Government, 
but hopefully for all Americans when 
we truly reform the monetary system 
by once again linking the dollar to 
gold. 

Not linking the dollar to gold results 
in these deficits that are massive and 
staring us in the face. For instance, we 
are going to add $426 billion to the na
tional debt in fiscal year 1992-$426 bil
lion. That is the measure of the deficit. 
Over the next 5 years we will add $1.8 
trillion to our national debt. That is 
the spending stream that we are now 
pursuing. That is one option that 
should be pursued. 

The other option, as I mentioned, is 
to restrain the growth in spending. The 
budget alternative that this Member is 
offering to the House does not cut any
thing from what we are spending in 
1991. To be precise, we are spending in 
this fiscal year about $1.392 trillion. 
The budget alternative that I am talk
ing about will spend $1.430 trillion. It is 
an increase in spending of some $38 bil
lion. 

I believe it is a responsible altar
native, and I think this chart shows 
each Member where we are headed. In 
1980 it took 30 percent of the personal 
income tax in this country to pay the 
interest on the debt. That is the red 
line. In 1991 it is taking almost 60 per
cent of the personal income tax to pay 
the interest on the debt. If we continue 
on our current course, by 1997 or 1998 
we are going to take all of the revenue 
of the personal income tax to pay the 
interest on the debt. 

The green line is the percentage of 
all revenue exclusive of Social Secu
rity. In 1980 it took 20 percent to pay 
the interest on the debt. Currently it 
takes about 40 percent. Either measure 
is a clear indication that we just can
not continue on the current course of 
spending. 

What this alternative does is just 
modestly reduce the increase that oth
erwise would take place, and we get 
there by going back to fiscal year 1990 
and letting 1991 spending grow 4 per
cent over 1990. In 1992 spending would 
grow over 1991 an additional 4 percent. 
By effectively limiting growth to the 
rate of inflation, we exempt from this 
limitation Social Security, the Resolu
tion Trust Corporation, Desert Storm, 
and unemployment compensation, be
cause I do not pretend to suggest to my 
colleagues that we should be reducing 
any of those. We are going to have to 
pay those bills. 

But this alternative, over the next 5 
years, if adopted, will reduce this pro
jected increase in our debt of $1.8 tril
lion by some $475 billion. 

It is very, very important that were
duce the level of spending projected for 
fiscal year 1992, and this alternative 
produces the lowest spending level of 
all five budgets that we will be consid
ering today. It is $46 billion lower than 
baseline, it is $28 billion lower than the 
Democratic alternative, it is $11 billion 
lower than the President, and it is $5 
billion lower than my colleague, the 
gentleman from Ohio [Mr. KASICH]. I 
commend the gentleman from Ohio for 
the work that he has done because I 
think his alternative is a responsible 
alternative as well. 

Mr. Chairman, I reserve the balance 
of my time. 

Mr. PANETTA. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
myself such time as I may consume 
and I rise in opposition to the sub
stitute. 

This is a substitute which we have 
seen in past budget debates. I have a 
great deal of respect for the gentleman 
from California [Mr. DANNEMEYER] who 
is now a member of the Budget Com
mittee and is sincerely committed to 
his beliefs both with regard to the need 
to move toward the gold standard, and 
also with regard to his sense of prior
ities within our society. I do not be
lieve that those priorities are reflected 
in a majority of either the Democratic 
or the Republican side, particularly 
when it comes to the discretionary 
area because he proposes an additional 
cut of almost $16 billion in the discre
tionary area which would bring the 
amount, for example, in the general 
science, space, and technology below 
the levels not only of the committee 
but also of the President. That is true 
also for energy, it is true for transpor
tation, it is true for education and 
health care, for income security, for 
veterans, for the administration of jus
tice. 

I think all of us recognize that oper
ating within the caps that were estab
lished in the Budget Committee is a 
difficult enough constraint in terms of 
these priority areas within our society, 
much less to go back and say that we 
ought to eliminate another $16 billion 
from those vital programs that serve 
people. 

So it is for these reasons that I would 
oppose the substitute and ask Members 
to do the same. 

Mr. Chairman, I reserve the balance 
of my time. 

Mr. DANNEMEYER. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield 5 minutes to my colleague, the 
gentleman from Texas [Mr. DELAY]. 

Mr. DELAY. Mr. Chairman, let me 
just first say that I greatly respect the 
gentleman from California [Mr. DANNE
MEYER]. If this House, if this Congress, 
indeed if this Nation would just listen 
to the gentleman from California, who 
talks in real language, uses real figures 
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and understands real economics, we 
would not have the problems that we 
have in this country. We would be at a 
balanced budget. Indeed, if we had just 
listened to Senator PHIL GRAMM from 
Texas and adhered to Gramm-Rudman, 
we would be at a balanced budget 
today. 

But what we are presented with 
today is a Democrat budget that raises 
spending to 25 percent of GNP, which is 
the highest that it has been since 1946. 
It puts us on a track that will get us to 
reaching 20 percent of GNP for taxes 
and for the first time in the history of 
this country for consecutive years 
thereafter, after 1994. That is what we 
are presented with, yet we very easily 
dismiss out of hand the Dannemeyer 
budget. 

Spending is the problem, ladies and 
gentlemen of this House. Spending is 
the problem. While many Members 
point out that the 1992 budget resolu
tion calls for only 2.6 percent increase 
in spending over 1991, a whole lot of 
smoke and mirrors are distorting the 
true picture. We use a lot of smoke and 
mirrors in this Congress. We should 
look at the increase over 1990 levels. 
Those are the levels from which we 
passed the Budget Reconciliation Act 
of 1990. 

The 1991 budget had 12.6 percent more 
spending than in 1990, and that is be
fore $77 billion in supplementals that 
we recently passed. That means that 
Congress wants to increase spending by 
a massive 21 percent over 2 years. 

Under the budget proposed by the 
Democrats, · 60 percent of the total re
ceipts, 60 percent of the total receipts 
from individual income taxes will be 
consumed by the interest on the na
tional debt. 

The budget agreement does not man
date spending. It sets caps and we have 
heard caps for 2 days, and rubber caps 
at that. But yet, both the Gradison 
budget and the Democrat budget spend 
just about all that is available to them. 

We must cut spending. We are not 
prohibited from cutting spending by 
the budget agreement. We cannot make 
last year's budget agreement a floor for 
spending levels. It must be a ceiling. 
Congress is spending every penny al
lowed under the agreement, and as we 
all know, Congress will boost those 
ceilings later with supplementals. 

The Dannemeyer budget offers real 
change. It reduces the deficit by $45.8 
billion in 1992 and $472 billion plus over 
5 years. It does it the old fashioned 
way: It cuts spending, which is the only 
way that it works. 

I must say at this point for Members 
of my side of the aisle, this Danne
meyer budget does not pick up the tax 
increases that come from the budget 
agreement for 1992. It does not pick up 
the tax increases. So in essence, we are 
refuting the tax increases that were 
implemented on this country last year. 

The Dannemeyer amendment ex
cludes from the freeze all of the issues 
that give us political heartache, the 
RTC funding, Social Security, unem
ployment insurance, Desert Storm, and 
undistributed offsetting receipts. And 
the Dannemeyer budget maintains the 
budget agreement's defense spending 
figures which saves $9.8 billion in 1992 
and $161 billion over 5 years. 
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Under mandatory programs, exclud

ing interest, they are allowed sched
uled beneficiary and inflation increases 
from the 1991 base. That allows these 
programs to grow by 7.1 percent which 
saves a lot of money, and then 
nondefense discretionary that we talk 
a lot about, the spending programs are 
held to 4 percent annual growth from 
the 1990 base which saves $26 billion in 
1991, and $157.5 billion over 5 years. 

Mr. Chairman, we have an oppor
tunity here, my colleagues, to actually 
do something to reduce spending and 
not continue on the devastating road 
that we are on if we adopt the Demo
crat proposal. 

Mr. PANETTA. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
3 minutes to the gentleman from Ohio 
[Mr. TRAFICANT]. 

Mr. TRAFICANT. Mr. Chairman, I 
oppose the Dannemeyer amendment, 
but I want to pay tribute to the gen
tleman from California [Mr. DANNE
MEYER], because he has brought for
ward some ideas that probably could be 
incorporated into a solid future for our 
country. 

I am not too crazy about all the 
budget, so I would not be very upset 
about that, my not supporting the gen
tleman's substitute, I say to the gen
tleman from California [Mr. DANNE
MEYER]. 

My concern is basically this: I think 
one thing we can do in America is take 
a look at the limited dollars we have 
and take care of America first. If there 
is any money left over, then take a 
look at some of our foreign accounts. 

Second of all, I know it is preaching 
to the choir, but I think we have to 
look at some fair trade programs. Mr. 
Chairman, we are getting our clock 
cleaned by countries like Japan, and I 
think we could put together a trade 
program that will gnaw away that 
debt. We cannot separate our budget 
deficits from our trade deficits. That is 
basically where my concern is. 

My concern is on the exodus of jobs. 
America's No.1 export is jobs. 

Mr. Chairman, I did offer for the 
committee as an amendment a particu
lar amendment that would force the re
spective bureaus of our Congress and 
the General Accounting Office to file a 
report with the Committee on the 
Budget of both the House and the Sen
ate to set forth in detail the impacts 
that this budget will have on American 
jobs, either the growth or the further 
demise of American jobs. 

The Committee on Rules was in
structed to take basically substitutes. 
I am not offended by that. But I would 
like to engage in a colloquy with our 
chairman, who I think has done a tre
mendous job on the issue. 

Mr. Chairman, my little amendment 
calls, in essence, for some instrument 
or mechanism that would create an 
analysis of the budget and the impact 
it is going to have on either the further 
erosion of jobs or possibly the gaining 
of some jobs. Being that it was not al
lowed, I would like to know if the gen
tleman, fn his particular capacity, 
might be able to add some language or 
to be able to effect, in essence, such a 
program, if you will, or a response, 
that might satisfy this. I think it is 
important for our country. 

Mr. PANETTA~ Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. TRAFICANT. I am happy to 
yield to the gentleman from California. 

Mr. PANETTA. Mr. Chairman, I 
thank the gentleman for yielding. 

I understand the gentleman's con
cerns, and they are legitimate con
cerns. He discussed his possible amend
ment with me. I understand why it 'was 
not made in order, because it did not 
involve a substitute. But it addresses a 
legitimate area ef concern which is: 
how do these budgets, in fact, impact 
with regard to jobs in this country? 

It is something that I hope to look at 
in terms of perhaps some language di
rections that we can make within the 
conference when we engage in the con
ference with the other body on this 
issue, and if not, it would be my hope 
that I could write a letter to the Gen
eral Accounting Office, the GAO, and 
ask them to look at this aspect of 
whatever budget is finally adopted. 

Mr. TRAFICANT. Mr. Chairman, I 
appreciate that. I am thankful that the 
chairman will at least take issue with 
it. 

Mr. DANNEMEYER. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield 5 minutes to my colleague, the 
gentleman from California [Mr. 
ROHRABACHER]. 

Mr. ROHRABACHER. Mr. Chairman, 
I thank the gentleman for yielding me 
this time. 

Mr. Chairman, I rise in strong sup
port of the Dannemeyer alternative 
budget. 

The time has come to admit a mis
take and make corrections. The Con
gress was wrong to adopt a budget 
which dramatically increased the 
American people's tax load. The Con
gress was wrong to label that very 
same tax increase as a deficit reduc
tion package. The Congress was wrong 
to tax America into a recession. 

We told the Democratic Party that 
the budget agreement they foisted 
upon President Bush would cripple our 
economy. 

Last month housing starts fell 9.3 
percent. There has been a broad-based 
drop in manufacturing output-a 9.25-
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percent first-quarter plunge. Unem
ployment is up to almost 1.2 percent 
since October. We have lost 1.3 million 
jobs in the past 6 months. 

When last year's budget was passed, 
we were told the 5-year deficit would be 
$546.5 billion. Today we are facing a 5-
year projected budget deficit of $865.2 
billion. Some estimate it will turn out 
to be closer to $1 trillion, largely be
cause of the negative impact that new 
taxes have had on the economy. 

We're not going to control the deficit 
until we control the spending jug
gernaut. 

The Gradison budget and the com
mittee's budget may not appear to con
tain outrageous spending increases. A 
close look, however, reveals last year's 
and this year's budget package bal
loons Federal spending by 21 percent. 

We can't keep going down this road. 
We will have a $318 billion deficit this 
year. This means we will spend nearly 
$30 billion next year just to pay for in
terest on this year's increase. 

Last fall's budget agreement was not 
a deficit reduction package-it was a 
sham. 

Congressional spending is like a run
away freight train; our economy is on 
a train ride to hell. 

The time has come to pull the emer
gency cord and bring this runaway 
spending to a screeching halt. The Dan
nemeyer budget is an effective tool to 
put the brakes on Government spend
ing. 

The Dannemeyer substitute will re
duce the deficit by $45.8 billion for fis
cal year 1992 and $472 billion over 5 
years by holding the increase in 
nondefense discretionary spending to 4 
percent. 

If Congress had enacted a Danne
meyer-type approach last session, we 
would be well on our way to a balanced 
budget. But as we all know, Congress 
adopted a tax and spend sham package 
which has driven our economy into re
cession, closed our businesses and 
thrown our people out of work. 

We have a chance today to make 
amends. I urge my colleagues to sup
port the Dannemeyer budget and vote 
for fiscal responsibility. 

Mr. DANNEMEYER. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield 5 minutes to my colleague, the 
gentleman from California [Mr. Cox]. 

Mr. COX of California. Mr. Chairman, 
I rise in strong support of the efforts 
by my colleague, the gentleman from 
California, to offer an alternative to 
the inside-the-beltway groupthink that 
now dominates our budget delibera
tions. 

Some years ago, when I first came to 
Washington to work as a lawyer for 
President Reagan in the White House, 
we were in the midst of what was 
called the Gramm-Rudman-Hollings 
deficit reduction glidepath, a 5-year 
program of deficit reduction which 
eventualfy would bring us to a zero an
nual deficit. 

Fiscal year 1992, under Gramm-Rud
man, was to be a zero-deficit year. In
stead, what we are looking at under 
the proposal in advance by this Con
gress is perhaps the largest deficit in 
American history. 

The proposal by my colleague, the 
gentleman from California, does not 
cut spending. Instead, "in some ac
counts, it increases spending by 7 per
cent, overall by more than 4 percent. 
There are no spending reductions even 
in this proposal, which is viewed as too 
difficult to swallow by most in Wash
ington. 
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Not everyone, however, is sticking 

with the rhetoric of just last fall when 
we were talking about the Budget 
Agreement as the deficit reduction 
agreement, because now the facts are 
out. 

Now that the more than 1,000 page 
document has been made available to 
the American people, and they have 
read it. Here is what one of the authors 
of the Gramm-Rudman-Hollings bill, 
our colleague from the other body has 
to say about that bipartisan agree
ment: "That agreement," he says, "is a 
lie and a fraud." I am quoting from the 
March 11, 1991 Washington Post. "The 
truth is that last fall's deal has cata
pulted the United States into a new era 
of hyperdefici ts. The budget submitted 
February 4 by the Office of Manage
ment and Budget acknowledges that we 
will add $378.6 billion to the National 
Debt in 1991, plus another $343 billion 
in 1992. Expect these numbers to in
crease dramatically as the recession 
continues." My colleagues conclude, 
"As a blueprint for genuine deficit re
duction, this plan is a sham." 

What we are doing here today is vot
ing upon a resolution that will seal 
that agreement, that sham. I, for one, 
intend not to participate, but rather to 
vote for the much more responsible al
ternate offered by my colleague from 
California. I should add that it is time 
that we look at overhauling the entire 
Federal budget process because the 
process itself, inexorably, drives the 
United States to this slipshod and out
rageous result. 

I offer H.R. 298, the Budget Process 
Reform Act, cosponsored by over 130 
Members in the House. If adopted, it 
will put the United States in a dif
ferent environment in which the sys
tem can be responsible, even if we indi
vidual Members feel it not possible to 
vote that way all the time. 

Again, I compliment my colleagues 
for offering this responsible alter
native. I intend to vote for it, and I 
urge my colleagues to do the same. 

Mr. PANETTA. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
9 minutes to the distinguished gen
tleman from Texas [Mr. STENHOLM], a 
member of the Committee on the Budg
et. 

Mr. STENHOLM. Mr. Chairman, I lis
tened to the debate and have found in 
the past that the gentleman from Cali
fornia, [Mr. DANNEMEYER'S] amend
ments probably tended to support them 
more often than not. We have always 
lost by substantial margins. A few 
years ago it began to occur to me that 
we could make all the great speeches, 
as we have heard today, and cast all 
the blame we could possibly cast about 
who is at fault, and never get any
where. 

The budget agreement that has been 
much maligned that occurred last year, 
whether a Member wants to admit to it 
or not, is a small step in the right di
rection, at least in this Member's opin
ion. It is much better to take a small 
step in the right direction than to take 
a gigantic step, and not have anything 
happen. 

Now, I have listened to many of my 
colleagues on this side of the aisle 
talking about the big spending Demo
cratic Congress. I would like to have, 
perhaps, an exchange of some debate on 
this issue as to the numbers that we 
are talking about. I want to use the 8 
years of the Reagan administration, 
which this Member as a Democrat, 
voted with more often than not. How
ever, when we look at what President 
Reagan asked this Congress to spend 
every year, and compare it to what we 
spent, I find these results, certified by 
CBO, and I believe OMB would also do 
the same. President Reagan asked 
Members to spend $7 ,383,000,000,000; we 
spend $7,568,000,000,000 in actual out
lays. That is $195,000,000,000 more. In 
discretionary spending, which is really 
what we are talking about today, be
cause let there be no mistake on any 
Member's part, the Democratic budget 
is living within the same caps that the 
Republican budget is living within, and 
this one Member is dedicated to seeing 
that we not exceed that. 

Mr. WALKER. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. STENHOLM. I yield to the gen
tleman from Pennsylvania. 

Mr. WALKER. On the gentleman's 
figures, does the gentleman include in 
those figures the rescissions that Presi
dent Reagan asked for during that 
same period of time, that covered some 
of that spending? 

Mr. STENHOLM. No, we do not. We 
are talking about requests and actual 
performance. 

Mr. WALKER. If the gentleman will 
continue to yield, that is right, but the 
fact is that the President did offset a 
number of his spending requests with 
significant rescissions, which the Con
gress did not act on, and thereby in
creased spending by not acting on the 
rescissions. 

Mr. STENHOLM. That perhaps could 
be factual, but how many dollars would 
the gentleman concede that we had an 
actual rescission request? 
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Mr. WALKER. I do not know that fig

ure, but I do know that the figures that 
the gentleman quotes strike me as 
being figures that do not include the 
rescissions, and that does, in fact, have 
an impact on the request. 

Mr. STENHOLM. Without knowing 
the numbers exactly, I would concede 
that point to the gentleman, and con
cede that and be happy when reviewing 
the remarks to put the numbers in, and 
still make the point that I am making 
today, because if we are talking in 
terms of a $195 billion difference, I 
doubt that President Reagan asked 
Members to rescind $2 trillion in the 
last 8 years. 

Mr. PANETTA. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. STENHOLM. I yield to the gen
tleman fr.om California. 

Mr. PANETTA. The gentleman does 
not have to concede to anything be
cause the fact is that the Congress pro
vided about 90 percent of the savings 
that were proposed in the rescissions 
by the President. We did not accept the 
President's rescissions, but other sav
ings were found within the appropria
tions bills. 

So the gentleman, if he is making the 
comment that somehow we have re
jected all the savings that the Presi
dent recommended, he is wrong. 

Mr. DANNEMEYER. Mr. Chairman, 
will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. STENHOLM. I yield to the gen
tleman from California. 

Mr. DANNEMEYER. I thank my col
league from Texas for his contribution, 
and I will be the first to admit on the 
floor that the gentleman's contribution 
on the issue of budget and spending, if 
it were followed by the majority of the 
Members of the House, we would be a 
lot closer to a balanced budget than we 
are today. I want to thank the gen
tleman in the well for that. 

However, I would make one observa
tion about the comparison the gen
tleman has made, and I do not have 
this analysis before me, but I will put 
it in the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD when I 
revise my remarks, because I had an 
analysis made comparing the Reagan 
budget requests all the years that he 
was here, with what Congress re
sponded, in the way of spending. What 
we have to understand is that it is in
teresting to compare requests to spend
ing by Congress, but what is more im
portant, is that once the level of Fed
eral spending ratchets upward as it did 
with Congress, the President was in the 
position, if he wanted to reduce spend
ing by lower levels of what Congress 
has appropriated, it is very difficult to 
do that, as the gentleman knows. 
Therefore, we were unable, because we 
did not have the votes around here in 
the decade of the 1980's, to restrain the 
growth of Federal spending, and that is 
the problem with this institution. 

Mr. STENHOLM. Mr. Chairman, I Now, the gentleman would cut us 
concur with the gentleman's observa- again. 
tions in that. Now, there is a limit to how far we 

My point, and I have listened to the can go and how fast. I would agree with 
debate, and I have listened to Members the general direction, but we cannot 
make statements that insinuate that it make those kinds of cuts without a 
is all Congress' fault. My only purpose plan. 
in participating now is to suggest that Mr. DANNEMEYER. Mr. Chairman, 
there is equal fault on both ends of will the gentleman yield? 
Pennsylvania Avenue regarding the Mr. STENHOLM. I am happy to yield 
spending question, and it is not a fair to the gentleman from California. 
assertion to be made on the floor that Mr. DANNEMEYER. Mr. Chairman, 
it is somehow our fault. I said "our" you know, we talk about cuts and pea
collectively. ple may listen and believe we are cut-

Mr. DANNEMEYER. Mr. Chairman, ting something. Let us focus on what is 
will the gentleman yield? going on. 

Mr. STENHOLM. I yield to the gen- In 1991, the current fiscal year, we 
tleman from California. are going to spend $1.392 trillion. Under 

Mr. DANNEMEYER. Mr. Chairman, I the budget proposal that I am talking 
say on that point, the Presidents pro- about, we would spend $1.430 trillion. 
pose and Congress dispose. A President That is an increase of $38 billion, 1992 
can only spend what we appropriate. over 1991. 
The responsibility in the Constitution Under the proposal of the gentleman 
is right here. We are responsible to the from California [Mr. PANETTA] the 
American people to the level of spend- chairman of the Democrat Committee, 
ing, not what a President does. the spending would go up to $1.458 tril-

Mr. STENHOLM. Again, I obviously lion. That is $28 billion higher than 
concur to that. what I am suggesting. 

Let me say in concluding, with a If you want to lower the whole base 
point I wish to make, we sometimes of Federal spending, here is the chance, 
take great liberty in casting blame. My I say to .the gentleman from Texas [Mr. 
point, if it is 90 percent, or whatever STENHOLM]. 
the rescissions were, it cannot be to- Mr. STENHOLM. Mr. Chairman, the 
tally the Congress' fault that over the gentleman makes a good point·. I have 
last 8 years we have added $2 trillion of difficulty counteracting that one at all 
new debt, when spending by Congress · at this stage. 
has come within a small percentage I am just saying, let us give the ap
point of the amount that the President propriating process a chance to rune
has asked and demanded that we spend. tion. It is going to be interesting as we 

Now, there is a perception by the listen to the debate on this floor today, 
general public out there that tend to when we get into individual appropria
believe Members of Congress when they tion bills late this year, as this gen
stand in the well and say it is all our tleman sticks with all my colleagues 
fault that we have literally spent our- who want to live with this law that we 
selves into oblivion. Members cannot are passing today, you say it is not 
prove that by the spending numbers good enough, but I am saying it is good 
that we have had. Members cannot add enough for me this year. We will fight 
up $200 billion or 10 percent more, if my the battle again next fall and into next 
chairman is correct and I assume him year as we make the step in the direc
to be correct, Members cannot add up tion the gentleman wants to go; but I 
$200 billion more spending by the Con- look particularly in the area of na
gress and come up with $2 trillion of tional defense and I will predict right 
new debt on spending alone. Something here and now that this spending level 
else has had to happen. That is where I that the gentleman says is too high is 
think the budget debate today is. I going to be very binding on those of us 
wished I could support the gentleman who beleive that national security is 
today, but I have made a decision that important in this country and who 
I would rather move Members a small have not yet completely focused on the 
step in the right direction than to con- caps on defense and what it is going to 
tinue to participate in some activities be doing to us, and that is my point, 
in which there is reason to believe that the major point that I would make to 
we cannot get anywhere. Perhaps I am the gentleman today. 
wrong in that. Let us look at this proposal. It is not 

Again, the gentleman has been very nearly as bad as some would make it. 
honest with me. I would be honest with It is not perfect, but it is moving us in 
him. Some of the difficulty, and I will the right direction. I think the gen
be parochial, agriculture last year tleman goes a tad too far at this stage. 
alone in this budget that we passed in Mr. DANNEMEYER. Mr. Chairman, I 
the fall that no Member liked at the yield 3 minutes to the gentleman from 
time, we cut agricultural spending en- Pennsylvania [Mr. WALKER]. 
titlement version 15 percent. Mr. wALKER. Mr. Chairman, I would 
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Now, that is real, 15 percent cut. 

contend that what we are doing is 
making a fundamental macroeconomic 
decision when we decide on budgets. In 
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that sense, the Dannemeyer budget is a 
very good presentation. 

I came here yesterday and spoke on 
the relative priorities between the 
Democratic budget and the budget of
fered by the President in the area of 
science, space, and technology. If you 
want to look at relative priorities, it 
seems to me that the President's budg
et makes more sense than the Demo
cratic budget; but the overriding objec
tive to get out of parochial interests, 
whether they be agriculture or science, 
space, and technology, the fundamen
tal macroeconomic question before us 
is, are we going to invest dollars in this 
country for the future? How are we 
going to invest in the future? 

I would suggest to you that it be
comes impossible to appropriately ad
dress the future if you are coming up 
with massive deficits, and therefore 
massive debt. If that debt is in fact 
driving you toward massive interest 
payments where the interest payments 
are driving out our ability to make 
good expenditures for things that are 
in the national interest, be they de
fense, be they space, be they tech
nology, whatever they are, there are a 
lot of things that we could be spending 
the money better on than spending it 
on interest. As long as we continue to 
pile up debt and deficit we drive out 
our ability to do good spending because 
of interest payments that we have be
fore us. That leads to significant eco
nomic decline. 

Mr. STENHOLM. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. WALKER. Surely, I yield to the 
gentleman from Texas. 

Mr. STENHOLM. Mr. Chairman, the 
gentleman is making the point again, 
one of which I certainly would like to 
agree with, but try to answer this ques
tion for me. If spending in the last 8 
years of the Reagan Presidency, and let 
us use that for the base, but we can say 
for the last 8 years or whatever, if 
spending by the Congress which has the 
constitutional obligation, if spending 
went up approximately $200 billion or 
$220 billion, if we accept a 10-percent 
float in here, how can it be spending 
alone that created $2 trillion of new 
debt during the same period. 

Mr. WALKER. Well, in large part be
cause we spent away much of the eco
nomic progress that the country made. 
We had a significant increase in the 
overall economic performance of the 
country and we spent all that away, 
plus some. 

Mr. STENHOLM. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield further? 

Mr. WALKER. I yield to the gen
tleman from Texas. 

Mr. STENHOLM. I thought, Mr. 
Chairman, we were following an eco
nomic game plan that we said was 
moving us in the right direction. 

Mr. WALKER. But we did not. 

Mr. STENHOLM. An economic game 
plan that was set by the administra
tion. 

Mr. WALKER. We continued to spend 
at rates much higher than the inflation 
rates. We spent vastly more than the 
inflation rate throughout the decades 
of the 1980's, be it the President who 
was proposing it or be it the Congress 
that was spending it. 

The fact is that what we did was took 
the inflation rate, doubled the inflation 
rate, spent at that rate, and so we are 
not raising the kind of revenues out of 
the economic growth that covered all 
that spending. So therefore, we contin
ued to massively pile up deficits. 

What I am suggesting to the gen
tleman is that during that time, those 
deficits also drove up the interest pay
ments that we have to make each year 
and that ultimately is going to result 
in an economic decline that this coun
try can ill afford. 

I think what we ought to be doing is 
voting for budgets that drive down 
debt, drive down deficits, and encour
age entrepreneurial activity. 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. (Mr. 
MAZZOLI). The time of the gentleman 
from Pennsylvania has expired. 

Mr. DANNEMEYER. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield 1 additional minute to the gen
tleman. 

Mr. STENHOLM. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. WALKER. I am happy to yield to 
the gentleman. 

Mr. STENHOLM. Mr. Chairman, we 
are talking about a point of philosophy 
now and judgment regarding economic 
policy. 

But would the gentleman concede 
that a President and a White House, 
with the Treasury and the OMB and 
the movement, tries to set the eco
nomic direction for a country, and 
would we not assume that a President, 
when he submits a budget to us, is tak
ing all those things into consideration 
when he presents a budget to the 
House? 

Mr. WALKER. Well, I would suggest 
that they do·, but I would also suggest 
that Congress did not follow any of 
those budget recommendations. As a 
matter of fact, Congress declared most 
of those budget presentations of the 
Reagan White House dead on arrival on 
Capitol Hill and took off and did its 
own thing. 

Mr. STENHOLM. On both sides of the 
aisle. 

Mr. WALKER. And did many things 
detrimental to the economic perform
ance. I think had we followed the 
Reagan plans in many instances, we 
would have ended up with greater 
growth activity that might have cov
ered some of this, but the fact is that 
Congress did not do that and instead 
went its own way, and in my mind un
dermined some of our ability to per
form. 

I think some of the things we did 
with regard to taxes along the way, ul
timately the President might have 
come on board, but was not in his 
original budget plan, probably hurt the 
economy and therefore hurt our ability 
to get the money that we needed to 
sustain the spending we were doing. 

Mr. DANNEMEYER. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield 2 minutes to the gentleman from 
Michigan [Mr. PURSELL]. 

Mr. PURSELL. Mr. Chairman, I want 
to take my 2 minutes to make two 
points. First, I want to pay special 
tribute to a colleague of mine from 
California [Mr. DANNEMEYER], who has 
steadfastly over the years, year in and 
year out, stood up for the high prin
ciples of fiscal responsibility in this 
country. To the gentleman from Cali
fornia [Mr. DANNEMEYER] and his col
leagues and his staff, I want to pay spe
cial tribute. 

The second point I want to make is 
that over the years both Republican 
and Democratic Presidents have failed 
to use a constitutional tool that we 
have given them, and that is the exer
cise of the veto. We have spent enor
mous amounts of time talking about 
balanced budget amendments and the 
line item veto. Obviously, you need a 
two-thirds vote of the House and of the 
Senate to accomplish those objectives. 
But I think the President of the United 
States should exercise the power that 
we gave him, and that is to exercise 
the veto on appropriation bills that ex
ceed the bounds of fiscal responsibility. 

President Reagan was usually identi
fied as a conservative, but I think you 
will find that in his 8 years vetoed only 
2 appropriation bills, 2 continuing reso
lutions, and 2 supplementals, out of 
about 85 appropriation bills. 

Now, I ask you, was he a fiscal con
servative or not? 

This President is not exercising the 
constitutional veto. He has vetoed ap
propriation bills, but not for fiscal rea
sons. 

So I suggest that we have within our 
grasp on the Republican side a minor
ity who could sustain a veto both in 
the House and in the Senate. I have 
suggested to the President that if we 
are going to bring this fiscal dilemma 
under control over a period of the next 
5 years, that the President of the Unit
ed States must exercise that veto and 
the Congress must sustain that veto. 
Together, we can bring down these 
deficits. 
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The CHAIRMAN pro tempore (Mr. 

MAZZOLI). The Chair would advise that 
the gentleman from California [Mr. PA
NETTA] has 16 minutes remaining, and 
the gentleman from California [Mr. 
DANNEMEYER] has 4 minutes remaining. 

The Chair would also advise that the 
gentleman from California [Mr. PA
NETTA] has the right to close. 
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Mr. DANNEMEYER. Mr. Chairman, I 

do not see the gentleman from Texas 
[Mr. ARMEY] on the floor, and I there
fore yield myself such time as I may 
consume. 

I see the gentleman from California 
[Mr. PANETTA], chairman of the Com
mittee on the Budget, on the floor, and 
I ask his attention to these comments 
because they relate to what was sup
posed to have been done in the budget 
summit agreem~nt last year. 

In August of last year the projection 
was that if we did not do something, we 
would add a little over $1 trillion to the 
national debt over the next 5 years. 
That was the premise on which the re
duction package was adopted last fall, 
which contained the tax increases of 
$160 billion over 5 years. That was the 
claim that was made. It was said to all 
of us that we were supposed to reduce 
the projected deficit by some half a bil
lion dollars over 5 years, roughly. The 
package came, I think, totally to about 
490 in the closing days of the session, 
but that was the claim. 

Then, when we got back here in Jan
uary of this year, what did we find? 
That the projected deficit over the next 
5 years is still Sl trillion. Now, part of 
the explanation, of course, is we are 
spending money for the Resolution 
Trust Corporation which was not con
sidered, part of it for Desert Storm. I 
admit that. Those total about $130 bil
lion. 

My question is: How did it come to be 
that we raised taxes on the American 
people $160 billion over 5 years and 
claim some savings, and yet the pro
jected deficit over the next 5 years in 
January of this year is the · same 
amount that was projected in August 
of last year that was used as the jus
tification for the tax increase? 

Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman 
from California [Mr. PANETTA], please 
explain that to me? 

Mr. PANETTA. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. DANNEMEYER. I yield to the 
chairman of the committee. 

Mr. PANETTA. I thank the gen
tleman for yielding. 

Mr. Chairman, obviously it is a ques
tion that ought to be addressed to the 
Office of Management and Budget as 
well as to the Congress. But it relates 
specifically to some of the areas that 
the gentleman just pointed out. The 
biggest contributor to the deficit that 
we are looking at right now in the $300 
billion category is about $100 billion 
next year that goes for the S&L situa
tion. 

Mr. DANNEMEYER .. Right, I admit 
that. 

Mr. PANETTA. And in addition to 
that, you have got the recession, which 
resulted in reduced revenues. The com
bination of those--

Mr. DANNEMEYER. On that point I 
am going to reclaim my time. Can it 
not be, sir, could it not be that the 

cause of the recession was the tax 
package that this Congress adopted 
and inflicted on the American public? 

Mr. PANETTA. Certainly, that is the 
gentleman's viewpoint, but it is not 
the viewpoint of the White House, and 
it is not my viewpoint. I think the 
basic thrust that drove the recession 
was essentially the Persian Gulf crisis 
and the spike in oil prices that took 
place in September. 

Mr. DANNEMEYER. I thank my col
league for his response. I believe that if 
we want to get out of the recession, 
there are three taxes we should lower 
right now: capital gains tax rate in 
order to provide increased jobs for this 
country; we should remove the penalty 
on senior citizens who want to work 
beyond 65 and if they choose to work, 
they pay a huge pen~lty up to age 70; 
and we also should rescind the !-per
cent increase in the Social Security 
tax. I do not agree with my colleague, 
Senator MOYNIHAN, on a lot of things, 
but on this he is right. It was not nec
essary to raise that tax on Social Secu
rity by a little over 1 percent effective 
January of last year, and we should re
scind that. 

Mr. WALKER. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. DANNEMEYER. I yield to my 
colleague, the gentleman from Penn
sylvania [Mr. WALKER]. 

Mr. WALKER. I thank my colleague 
for yiefding. 

Mr. Chairman, I am stunned to hear 
that the recession started with the 
Persian Gulf crisis. The fact is that the 
economic indicators started down the 
first part of July, almost immediately 
after the announcement at the White 
House that we were going to raise 
taxes. So the fact is that in July the 
economy began to show weakening at 
the indicator level and by August we 
were actually in the recession. So that 
I think it is a 11 ttle bit stunning to 
hear that we are now blaming the Per
sian Gulf crisis when, in fact, it was 
the tax policy that drove the recession. 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. All 
time of the gentleman from California 
[Mr. DANNEMEYER] has expired. 

Mr. DANNEMEYER. Mr. Chairman, 
the gentleman from California [Mr. PA
NETTA] has time remaining. Would he 
yield to me? 

Mr. PANETTA. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
1 minute to the gentleman from Cali
fornia [Mr. DANNEMEYER] and I would 
ask him to yield. 

Mr. DANNEMEYER. I yield to the 
chairman. 

Mr. PANETTA. Mr. Chairman, the 
gentleman from Pennsylvania [Mr. 
WALKER] is correct, there was a weak
ening in the economy. Dr. Boskin has 
often testified time and time again 
that the one thing that eventually 
threw us into a full-scale recession was 
the oil spike that took place during the 

. initial Persian Gulf crisis. 

Mr. DANNEMEYER. Well, since that 
oil spike has now been removed, one 
would believe if it was the cause, we 
should be out of it right? The gen
tleman from California is not saying 
anything in response, Mr. Chairman. I 
am puzzled. The gentleman from Cali
fornia [Mr. PANETTA] is not a man who 
is at a loss for words. 

Mr. PANETTA. If the gentleman will 
yield, the gentleman is not that naive. 
He knows that once we get into a re
cession, it is not just a matter of 
changing oil prices, it is a matter of 
pulling out of a number of areas in 
order to try to resurrect from what is 
a deep recession. 

Mr. DANNEMEYER. I hope my col
league will join us in reducing the 
taxes that I have described because I 
think it is the most constructive thing 
we can do to get this Nation out of the 
recession along with adopting a budget 
for the Federal Government which re
strains spending and reforms the mone
tary system. 

Earlier today Mr. STENHOLM of Texas 
and I discussed Reagan budget propos
als and congressional responses. En
closed is an analysis which shows that 
from 1982 to 1990, if Congress had ap
propriated each year what the Presi
dent requested, the total level of spend
ing in 1991 would have been $234 billion 
lower than what it was. Congress is re
sponsible for the deficit mess, not the 
President. 

FEDERAL BUDGETS-THE PRESIDENT VERSUS CONGRESS 
[By fiscal year; outlays in billions of dollars) 

President's requests Actual outlays 
Function 

WED(Il C80(2) OM8(3) WED CBO OMB 

1982 
National defense .............. 188.9 188.8 186.8 186.3 185.3 185.3 
Medicare ........................... 46.6 47.1 43.2 46.6 46.6 46.6 
Social security .................. 159.6 154.7 156.7 156.0 156.0 i56.0 
Net interest ...................... 82.6 82.5 68.4 85.0 85.0 85.0 
Other ................................. 217.8 221.1 253.6 272.8 255.5 272.9 

Total .................... 695.5 695.3 708.1 745.1 728.1 745.7 

1983 
National defense .............. 221.1 221.1 220.0 209.9 209.9 209.9 
Medicare ........................... 55.4 55.4 51.0 52.6 52.6 52.6 
Social security .................. 173.5 173.5 175.3 170.7 170.7 170.7 
Net interest ...................... 112.5 112.5 97.1 89.8 89.8 89.8 
Other ................................. 195.1 195.1 230.1 285.3 273.0 285.3 

Total .................... 757.6 757.6 773.3 808.3 796.0 808.3 

1984 
National defense .............. 245.3 245.3 245.0 227.4 227.4 227.4 
Medicare ........................... 59.8 59.8 59.8 57.5 57.5 57.5 
Social security .................. 178.2 178.2 178.9 178.2 178.2 178.2 
Net interest ...................... 103.2 103.2 106.3 111.1 111.1 111.1 
Other ................................. 262.0 262.0 273.4 277.6 267.6 277.5 

Total .................... 848.5 848.5 863.3 851.8 841.8 851.8 

1985 
National defense .............. 272.0 272.0 272.0 252.7 251.5 252.7 
Medicare ........................... 69.7 69.7 69.8 65.8 64.3 65.8 
Social security .................. 190.6 190.6 190.6 188.6 190.2 188.6 
Net interest ...................... 116.1 116.1 116.1 129.4 129.4 129.4 
Other ................................. 277.1 277.1 291.7 309.8 301.4 309.7 

Total .................... 925.5 925.5 940.3 946.3 936.8 946.3 

1986 
National defense .............. 285.7 285.7 285.7 273.4 273.4 273.4 
Medicare ........................... 67.2 67.2 67.2 70.2 70.2 70.2 
Social security .................. 202.2 202.2 202.4 198.8 198.8 198.8 
Net interest ...................... 142.6 142.6 142.6 136.0 136.0 136.0 
Other ................................. 276.0 276.0 276.1 311.9 311.6 311.6 

Total .................... 973.7 973.7 973.9 990.3 989.8 989.8 
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1987 
National defense .• 
Medicare ..••••••••.•.•• 
Social security ..... . 
Net interest ....•..... 
Other .................... . 

Total ....... . 

1988 
National defense .. 
Medicare .............. . 
Social security ..... . 
Net interest ......... . 
Other .................... . 

C0M(4) COM 

282.2 ............. ............. 282.0 ............. . ........... . 
70.2 .........•... ............. 75.1 ......... ................ . 

212.2 ............. ............. 207.4 ............. . ........... . 
148.0 ............. ............. 138.6 ············· ............ . 
281.4 ············· ............. 300.7 ......................... . 

994.0 ............. ............. 1,003.8 ............. ......... ... . 

297.6 ............. ............. 290.4 ............. ········· ···· 
73.0 ............. ............. 78.9 ............. ............ . 

219.4 ............. ............. 219.3 ......................... . 
139.0 ............. ............. 151.7 ......................... . 
295.3 ............. ··········•·· 323.7 ............. . ........ ... . 

Total .......• 1,024.3 ............. ............. 1,064.0 ............. . ........ ... . 

1989 
National defense .. 294.0 ............. ............. 303.6 ............. . ........... . 
Medicare .......•••...•. 84.0 ............. ............. 85.0 ......................... . 
Social security ..... . 233.8 ............. ............. 232.5 ············· ......... ... . 
Net interest ......... . 151.8 ············· ············· 169.1 ············· ········· ···· Other .................... . 330.6 ············· ············· 352.4 ............. . ........... . 

Total •....... 1,094.2 ............. ............. 1,142.6 ......................... . 

1990(5) 
National defense .. 303.0 ............. ............. 297 ............. . ........... . 
Medicare ............... 94.9 ......... .... ............. 97 ............. . ........... . 
Social security ...... 246.7 ............. ............. 249 ............. : ........... . 
Net interest .......... 170.1 ............. ............. 179 ......................... . 
Other ..........•.......... 337 .I ............. ............. 380 ............. . ........... . -----------------------Total .......• 1,151.8 ............. ............. 1,202 ............. ............ . 

Cumulative 
WED CBO OMB WED CBO OMB 

National defense .. 2,389.8 2,389.7 2,385.8 2,316 2,315 2,316 
Medicare ...... ......... 620.8 621.3 613.1 630 629 630 
Social security ...... 1,816.2 1,811.3 1,815.9 1,800 1,802 1,800 
Net interest •.••...... 1,165.9 1,165.8 1,139.3 1,186 1,186 1,186 
Other ..................... 2,472.4 2,476.7 2,569.2 2,816 2,768 2,815 

Total ........ 8,465.1 8,464.8 8,523.3 8,749 8,700 8,749 

DEVIATIONS 1982-
881'1 

National defense .. - 70 ............. ............. . ........... . 
Medicare ............... +7 ...................................... . 
Social security ...... - 16 ............. ............. . ........... . 
Net interest .......... +4 7 ......... .... ......... .... . ........... . 
Other ..................... +246 ..... ........ ............. . ........... . -----------------------Total ....•... +226 ............. ......................... . -------------------------

I Rep. W.E. Dannerneyer: President's budgets as submitted (fY 82 Reagan 
budget submitted in Marth, 1981); actual outlays as reported. 

2Congressional Budget Office: President's budgets as submitted, exclud
ing off-budaet programs (FfB); actual outlays (updated), excluding off-budg-

et f~~m~f Management & Budget: original budget requests adjusted for 
comparable accounting (defense includes imputed accruals for military re
tirement, Medicare includes premiums as offsetting receipts, totals include 
off-budget outlays). 

4 Composite: estimates have been identical beginning in FY 1987. 
5 Estimated. 
'Actual outlays less President's requests. 

Mr. P ANE'IT A. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
myself 4 minutes for the purpose of 
closing. 

Mr. Chairman, again I think there 
are many who respect the viewpoint of 
the gentleman from California [Mr. 
DANNEMEYER] in terms of how we 
confront what I think is a legitimate 
concern, which is the horrendous defi
cits that face this country. 

But in addressing the deficit, it is al
ways the same approach. Somehow 
when you address a problem as severe 
as the deficit, what you cannot do is go 
after some holy areas that should not 
be touched. 

You should not touch defense spend
ing. Interestingly enough, his proposal 
does not reduce below the cap, as he 
does in other areas, the defense num
ber. That you should not raise any rev-

enues of any taxes even if it is on the 
wealthiest individuals in the society. 
Somehow that is wrong. 

So what you ought to do if you are 
really serious about going after the 
deficit is go after the investments that 
we make in people in our society; go 
after education, go after health care, 
go after nutrition, go after housing, go 
after science and research. Those are 
the areas, those are the areas where 
perhaps we can balance the budget if 
we just stick to cutting those invest
ments within our own society. 

Mr. Chairman, that does not work, 
and all of you know that it does not 
work. And the real thrust of the budget 
agreement last year by the President 
himself and by the leadership in the 
Congress, both sides, was to recognize 
the fact that if you are dealing with 
these horrendous deficits, you. have to 
go after everything; you have to go 
after entitlements. There was a $100 
billion reduction in entitlements in the 
budget agreement. You also have to go 
after discretionary savings, and there 
was $180 billion to $200 billion in sav
ings in that area. 

Two-thirds of that package involved 
spending savings. One-third involved 
revenue increases. 

So if you are serious about the defi
cit, if you are honest with the Amer
ican people about what has to be done, 
you will stop kidding them, stop kid
ding them. 

Mr. Chairman, I will yield to the gen
tleman from California [Mr. DANNE
MEYER] after I finish. 

Mr. Chairman, let us stop kidding the 
American people. Do not pretend that 
somehow this horrendous deficit that 
faces us can just be solved by either re
storing the gold standard or just cut
ting the hell out of domestic spending. 
It is not going to work. The gentleman 
knows it, and I know it. 

So I think the Congress needs to rec
ognize the statement that was made in 
the budget agreement, which is that 
the President and the Congress are 
going to join hands to try to stick to 
some firm caps on spending and we 
want to do it not only in 1992 but for 
the next 5 years, that offers the best 
hope within our system of trying to 
begin to reduce this deficit that con
fronts the country. 

Mr. DANNEMEYER. Mr. Chairman, 
will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. PANETI'A. I yield to the gen
tleman from California [Mr. DANNE
MEYER]. 

Mr. DANNEMEYER. I thank the gen
tleman for yielding. 

Mr. Chairman, I want to repeat again 
so that we do not misunderstand what 
is going on: The budget spending total 
that the gentleman is talking about 
today for the country for fiscal year 
1992 is $1.458 trillion. That happens to 
be an increase of $66 billion more than 
we spent in 1991. 

The budget total I am talking about 
is $1.430 trillion, which happens to be 
$38 billion more than we are going to 
spend this year. Nothing, my proposal 
does not cut anything; it increases 
spending in 1992 over 1991 by $38 billion. 
It spends less than your total by some 
$28 billion, and if you want to do some
thing about controlling the deficit, Mr. 
Chairman, vote for my proposal be
cause it will spend $28 billion less in a 
very responsible way and in the out 
years will significantly reduce this def
icit that is mushrooming in this Na
tion. 

0 1250 
Mr. PANE'ITA. Reclaiming my time, 

Mr. Chairman, the gentleman from 
California [Mr. DANNEMEYER] is cor
rect. He offers reduced spending, but he 
offers reduced spending in the areas 
that he wants to reduce spending in. He 
does not offer it in areas across the 
board. He is willing to go after the 
most vulnerable citizens in our society. 
He says they do not count, they are the 
ones that ought to pay the sacrifice, 
and leave the people at the upper in
come levels alone. Go after the most 
vulnerable Americans. 

Mr. Chairman, it is for that reason 
that I oppose this proposal. 

Mr. Chairman, I yield back the bal
ance of my time. 

Mr. KYL Mr. Chairman, I rise in support of 
the Dannemeyer substitute and in opposition 
to the alternative budget resolution for fiscal 
year 1992 which was reported by the Budget 
Committee. 

The Dannemeyer substitute provides the 
most dramatic deficit reduction of any of the 
alternatives that will come before us today, 
and it does so with no new taxes. 

The deficit will total $49 billion less under 
the Dannemeyer budget than under the Presi
dent's budget in fiscal year 1992. It will total 
$63 billion less than the Budget Committee's 
plan. 

Unlike either of those alternatives-which 
start from a current services baseline and thus 
build a 12.6-percent increase in spending from 
the very start-the Dannemeyer budget 
freezes domestic discretionary spending at fis
cal year 1990 levels with only a 4-percent ad
justment for inflation. It maintains defense 
spending at the levels set in last year's budget 
agreement, saving $9.8 billion in fiscal year 
1992 and $161 billion over 5 years. 

Mr. Chairman, it isn't good enough just to 
stick with last year's budget agreement. Some 
of us argued then, and we all know now, that 
that agreement was not a deficit reduction 
plan at all. It was a blueprint for higher taxes 
and dramatically increased Federal spending, 
with deficits remaining at unacceptably high 
levels for the foreseeable future. 

There was an alternative to the budget 
agreement last fall, an alternative which par
allels the Dannemeyer substitute in many re
spects, but the Democratic leadership denied 
the members of the House the opportunity to 
even vote on it at that time. It would have re
sulted in significant reductions in the deficit, 
without resorting to tax increases. Well, we 
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have an opportunity to demonstrate to the 
American people today who is serious about 
reducing the deficit and how that should be 
accomplished. 

I urge support for the Dannemeyer sub
stitute. 

Mr. GEPHARDT. Mr. Chairman, during the 
past couple of years many in the Congress 
have focused aggressively on U.S. efforts in 
basic research and development, math and 
sciences education, advanced defense and 
commercial technology and manufacturing as 
well as export promotion-all key components 
of the American competitiveness puzzle. And, 
many of us have worked hard to ensure that 
adequate funding, and not only rhetoric, is 
available for key programs that will make 
America economically stronger and healthier. 

The areas I've mentioned are not ·new, but 
ones which have been overlooked and ne
glected by the administration. However, the 
need to include these basic ingredients in U.S. 
competitiveness policies has been enforced in 
report after report, ending with the most recent 
one entitled "Gaining New Ground: Tech
nology Priorities for America's Future" issued 
by the Council on Competitiveness in March 
1990. 

The budget resolution's initiative on tech
nology and competitiveness is consistent with 
the consensus. recommendations included in 
the Council's report. And it is necessary, if as 
the report states: 

America is to regain its once-commanding 
lead in critical technologies and establish a 
pragmatic plan for public and private-sector 
action. 

Last year was the first year that the House 
had as part of its budget resolution~ a competi
tiveness and economic development package. 
In the resolution we are considering today, 
there is once again an effort to enhance our 
country's competitiveness. This initiative, de
veloped as a result of expertise and leader
ship from the Budget Committee, is our effort 
to establish priorities that the administration 
has identified but not funded in its budget. 

Our serious commitments to the National In
stitute of Standards and Technology [NIST] 
and its Advanced Technology Program [ATP]; 
DARPA; National Science Foundation math 
and science education programs; the Depart
ment of Defense's manufacturing technology, 
science and engineering education and tech
nology support programs; the Export-Import 
Bank, the Trade Development Program [TOP] 
and the U.S. and Foreign Commercial Service 
will strengthen the U.S. technology and indus
trial base and encourage U.S. exports to new 
and old markets abroad. 

The direction given to U.S. technology and 
competitiveness policies through the important 
programs included in the budget resolution will 
no doubt help us regain the lost edge we have 
witnessed in these areas. By going back to 
the basics of American economic prosperity 
we will, as · the Council on Competitiveness 
stated, "once again stand head and shoulders 
above other nations in the world because of 
our great technological strength." 

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. Mr. Chairman, the 
American people will be shocked to know that 
the largest single item in the 1992 budget res
olution we consider today will not provide a 
single dollar for the education of our children, 

health care or housing for families, for our na
tional security, or for the benefits promised to 
our Nation's veterans and retirees. 

The largest single outlay in this budget reso
lution is the $304 billion that our Nation will 
pay in interest on the national debt that will 
exceed $4 trillion next year. 

Much has been made during this 2-day de
bate about the need to balance the Federal 
budget, and this Member has been one of the 
most vocal over the years in this regard. My 
colleagues should be aware that if not for the 
interest payment on the national debt, we ac
tually would have a $23 billion surplus in fiscal 
year 1992. In fact, without the annual interest 
payment, we would have had surpluses this 

· fiscal year. and in each of the 4 prior fiscal 
years. 

The fact is, that of the .increase in the na
tional debt during the Reagan and Bush ad
ministrations, $2.27 4 trillion, or 7 4 percent of 
the increase, went just to pay the interest on 
the national debt. The accumulated interest 
payment would have been even higher had 
President Reagan's economic policies not cut 
in half the interest rate during the early 1980's. 
Following my remarks, I will include a chart 
which details the growing interest payment on 
the national debt and its direct contribution to 
the national debt. 

As I said in my opening remarks, these 
funds cannot be used to improve the quality of 
our children's education, the health care for 
young and old, the building of highways and 
bridges, health care and compensation for our 
Nation's veterans, or for the maintenance of 
our national security. And over the next 5 
years, this payment is going nowhere but up. 
Between fiscal years 1992 and 1996, we will 
pay an additional $1.627 trillion in interest. 

For more than 20 years, I have been warn
ing my colleagues that the day of reckoning 
would come when they would be held ac
countable for their tax and spend policies in 
which the revenue generated by their tax in
creases never quite caught up with their 
spending on new and bigger programs. 
Throughout this same time, I also have urged 
my colleagues to face the budget head on and 
cast the difficult votes necessary to establish 
our Federal priorities. 

Instead, this Congress has relied on gim
micks and phoney accounting year after year 
to claim to the people back home that we 
have discharged our fiscal responsibilities. 
Along came the Gramm-Rudman Act in which 
a computer was supposed to calculate and 
spit out automatic across-the-board cuts. I 
strongly opposed this legislation because it 
simply allowed Members of Congress to avoid 
casting the tough votes that would reduce 
Federal spending. 

When Gramm-Rudman's spending reduc
tions became too painful, the Congress 
stepped in to exempt a whole list of programs 
from its automatic cuts. In the end, more than 
two-thirds of all Federal outlays were exempt
ed from sequestration. It soon became obvi
ous that Gramm-Rudman would not succeed 
and its deficit-reduction targets were altered 
and its timetable for a balanced Federal budg
et was extended. Under the new scenario, the 
1992 budget we considered today was SUJT 
posed to be balanced. Instead, we are faced 
with the prospect of a $281 billion deficit. 

With the failure of Gramm-Rudman, the 
Congress last year spent more than 9 months 
searching for a new gimmick. When it became 
obvious that all the gimmicks had been tried 
and failed and that years and years of phoney 
accounting and shifting of expenditures from 1 
fiscal year to another had finally caught up 
with us, the leadership convened a series of 
private negotiations at an Air Force base 20 
miles from the Capitol, to attempt to come to 
agreement on a 5-year, $500 billion budget re
duction package. After weeks and weeks of 
these secret meetings, and the defeat of the 
first agreement, the leadership brought to the 
House and Senate a budget agreement that 
raised taxes, increased Federal spending, and 
will leave our Nation, at the end of this fiscal 
year, with a deficit of $318 billio~the largest 
in our Nation's history. 

If the precariousness of our fiscal house is 
not already obvious, my colleagues should 
stop and consider the impact on our Nation of 
a sharp rise in interest rates. Although cur
rently less than 1 0 percent, a prolonged 2-per
cent increase in interest rates could push our 
annual interest payment over $400 billion. A 
return of interest rates in excess of 20 per
cent, as they were in 1979 and 1980, would 
prove to be catastrophic and could dive the in
terest payment to more than half a trillion dol
lars per year. 

Mr. Chairman, there should be no surprise 
in finding that more than 30 years of sustained 
deficit spending has left our Nation in fiscal 
chaos. Just like any individual consumer who 
continues to buy with a charge card without 
ever reducing their principal, the rising interest 
payment soon overwhelms the ability even to 
meet the finance charges. That is where we 
find ourselves today and why it should be evi
dent that we need a real reform of our budget 
process to force this Congress to once and for 
all face its fiscal responsibilities head on. 

We need to prohibit a repeat of last year's 
closed door budget negotiations, the imposi
tion of gimmick legislation such as Gramm
Rudman, and the reliance upon accounting 
techniques which shift outlays between fiscal 
years or low-ball budget estimates with the 
hope that the shortage will be covered in fu
ture supplemental appropriations bills. 

What we need is a new budget process 
which cuts away the layers of bureaucracy 
that have made the current process so ineffec
tive and have actually contributed to the prol:r 
lem. We need to early in the year develop a 
simple estimate of revenues and the balancing 
level of outlays. Then we should allow the AJr 
propriations Committee, and those committees 
responsible for mandatory entitlement pro
grams, to bring before this House individual 
bill after bill, under open rules, allowing Mem
bers to have the opportunity to scrutinize 
every program and to debate and where aJT 
propriate amend the legislation. This is how 
our forefathers envisioned this process work
ing in full view of the American people. 

Finally, Mr. Chairman, I want to commend 
my colleague from California [Mr. DANNE
MEYER] for his amendment today which pro
vides a real solution to the ongoing burden of 
the annual interest payment. Included in his 
amendment is the authorization for the Sec
retary of the Treasury to issue up to $20 bil
lion in gold-backed Treasury bonds which 
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could finance a portion of the national debt at 
less than half the current rate of interest. This 
is a proposal my colleague from California has 
brought before this House time and again and 
which deserves our serious review and sup
port. 

Mr. Chairman, the day of reckoning has ar
rived and we are now being held accountable 
for decades of unrestrained Federal spending. 
We should make a commitment to the Amer
ican people today that we will begin the proc
ess of making the difficult decisions and cast
ing the tough votes to put our fiscal house in 
order. That is the challenge before us in the 
5 months we have before fiscal year 1992 be
gins October 1 . 

INTEREST PAID ON THE NATIONAL DEBT 

Fiscal year 

1980 ............ . 
1981 ............ . 
1982 1 ... ....••.. 
1983 ............ . 
1984 ....... ..... . 
1985 ............ . 
1986 ............ . 
1987 ............ . 
1988 ............ . 
1989 ............ . 
1990 ............ . 
1991 2 .......... . 
1992 2 ··········· 
19932 .......... . 
19942 .......... . 
19952 .......... . 
19962 .......... . 

[Dollar amounts in billions) 

Interest 
paid on 
the na· 
tional 
debt 

$74.8 
95.5 

117.2 
128.6 
153.8 
178.8 
190.2 
195.3 
214.1 
240.9 
264.8 
286.3 
304.0 
320.0 
330.0 
334.5 
338.5 

Fiscal 
year defi

cit 

$73.8 
78.9 

127.9 
207.8 
185.3 
212.3 
221.2 
149.7 
155.1 
153.4 
220.4 
318.1 
280.9 
201.5 
61.7 
2.9 

19.9 

Total ac
cumulat

ed na
tional 
debt 

$908.5 
994.3 

1,136.8 
1,371.2 
1,564.1 
1,817.0 
2,120.1 
2,345.6 
2,600.8 
2,867.5 
3,206.3 
3,617.8 
4,021.1 
4,365.5 
4,586.8 
4,773.3 
4,949.4 

Total 
Federal 
outlays 

$590.0 
678.2 
745.7 
808.3 
851.8 
946.3 
990.3 

1,003.8 
1,064.1 
1,144.1 
1,251.7 
1,409.6 
1,445.9 
1,454.2 
1,427.1 
1,470.3 
1.540.9 

Interest 
as a per
cent of 

total out
lays 

12.7 
14.1 
15.7 
15.9 
18.1 
18.9 
19.2 
19.5 
20.1 
21.1 
21.2 
20.3 
21.0 
22.0 
23.1 
22.8 
22.0 

llhe fiscal year 1982 budget was the first submitted by President 
Reagan. 

2Estimate. 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore (Mr. 
MAzzoLI). The question is on the 
amendment in the nature of a sub
stitute offered by the gentleman from 
California [Mr. DANNEMEYER). 

The question was taken; and the 
Chairman pro tempore announced that 
the noes appeared to have it. 

RECORDED VOTE 

Mr. DANNEMEYER. Mr. Chairman, I 
demand a recorded vote. 

A recorded vote was ordered. 
The vote was taken by electronic de

vice, and there were-ayes 79, noes 332, 
not voting 20, as follows: 

Allard 
Anney 
Ballenger 
Bl1ley 
Broomfield 
Bunning 
Burton 
Calla.ha.n 
Coble 
Combest 
Cox (CA) 
Crane 
Cunningham 
Dannemeyer 
DeLay 
Doolittle 
Dreier 
Duncan 
Edwards (OK) 
Emerson 
Fa well 
Fields 
Franks (CT) 
Gekas 

[Roll No. 68] 
AYEs-79 

Gilchrest 
Gingrich 
GoBS 
Grandy 
Hammerschmidt 
Ha.ncock 
Ha.nsen 
Hastert 
Hefley 
Herger 
Holloway 
Hopkins 
Houghton 
Hunter 
lnhofe 
Ireland 
James 
Kyl 
Lewis (FL) 
Lightfoot 
Lowery (CA) 
McEwen 
Miller (OH) 
Moorhead 

Nichols 
Oxley 
Packard 
Petri 
Porter 
Pursell 
Quillen 
Ravenel 
Rhodes 
Ritter 
Rohrabacher 
Roth 
Schaefer 
Schulze 
Sensenbrenner 
Shay a 
Shuster 
Slaughter (VA) 
Solomon 
Spence 
Stearns 
Stump 
Taylor(MS) 
Taylor (NC) 

Thomas(WY) 
Upton 
Vuca.novich 

Abercrombie 
Ackerman 
Anderson 
Andrews (ME) 
Andrews (NJ) 
Andrews (TX) 
Annunzio 
Anthony 
Applegate 
Archer 
Atkins 
AuCoin 
Bacchus 
Baker 
Barnard 
Barrett 
Barton 
Ba.tema.n 
Beilenson 
Bennett 
Bentley 
Bereuter 
Berman 
Bilbray 
Bilirakis 
Boehlert 
Boehner 
Bonior 
Borski 
Boucher 
Boxer 
Brewster 
Brooks 
Browder 
Brown 
Bruce 
Bustamante 
Byron 
Camp 
Campbell (CA) 
Campbell (CO) 
Cardin 
Carper 
Carr 
Chandler 
Chapman 
Clay 
Clement 
Clinger 
Coleman (MO) 
Coleman (TX) 
Collins (lL) 
Collins (MI) 
Condit 
Conyers 
Cooper 
Costello 
Coughlin 
Cox (IL) 
Coyne 
Cramer 
Darden 
Davis 
de la Garza. 
DeFazio 
DeLauro 
Dell urns 
Derrick 
Dickinson 
Dicks 
Dingell 
Dixon 
Donnelly 
Dooley 
Dorgan (ND) 
Downey 
Durbin 
Dwyer 
Early 
Eckart 
Edwards(CA) 
Edwards (TX) 
Engel 
English 
Erdreich 
Espy 
Evans 
Fascell 
Fazio 
Feighan 

Walker 
Weber 
Young(FL) 

NOEs-332 
Fish 
Flake 
Foglietta 
Ford (MI) 
Ford (TN) 
Frank (MA) 
Frost 
Gallegly 
Gallo 
Ga.ydos 
Gejdenson 
Geren 
Gibbons 
Gillmor 
Gilman 
Glickman 
Gonzalez 
Goodling 
Gordon 
Gradison 
Gray 
Green 
Gua.rini 
Gunderson 
Hall (OH) 
Hall (TX) 
Hamilton 
Harris 
Hatcher 
Hayes (lL) 
Hayes(LA) 
Hefner 
Henry 
Hertel 
Hoagland 
Hobson 
Hochbrueckner 
Horn 
Horton 
Hoyer 
Hubbard 
Huckaby 
Hutto 
Hyde 
Jacobs 
Jefferson 
Jenkins 
Johnson (CT) 
Johnson (SD) 
Johnston 
Jones (GA) 
Jones (NC) 
Jontz 
Kanjorski 
Kaptur 
Kasich 
Kennedy 
Kildee 
Kleczka 
Klug 
Kolbe 
Kolter 
LaFalce 
Lagomarsino 
Lancaster 
Lantos 
LaRocco 
Laughlin 
Leach 
Lehman(CA) 
Lent 
Levin (MI) 
Lewis (CA) 
Lewis (GA) 
Lipinski 
Livingston 
Lloyd 
Long 
Lowey(NY) 
Luken 
Machtley 
Manton 
Markey 
Martin 
Martinez 
Matsui 
Mavroules 
Ma.zzoli 
McCandleBS 
McCloskey 

Zimmer 

McCollum 
McCrery 
McCurdy 
McDade 
McDermott 
McGrath 
McHugh 
McMillan (NC) 
McMillen (MD) 
McNulty 
Meyers 
Mfwne 
Michel 
Miller (CA) 
Miller (WA) 
Min eta 
Mink 
Moakley 
Molina.ri 
Mollohan 
Montgomery 
Moody 
Moran 
Morella 
Morrison 
Mrazek 
Murphy 
Murtha 
Myers 
Na.gle 
Natcher 
Neal (MA) 
Neal (NC) 
Nowak 
NuBBle 
Oakar 
Oberstar 
Obey 
Olin 
Ortiz 
Orton 
Owens (NY) 
Owens (UT) 
Pallone 
Panetta 
Parker 
Patterson 
Paxon 
Payne (NJ) 
Payne (VA) 
Pease 
Pelosi 
Penny 
Perkins 
Peterson (FL) 
Peterson (MN) 
Pickett 
Pickle 
Po shard 
Price 
Rahall 
Ramstad 
Rangel 
Ray 
Reed 
Regula 
Richardson 
Ridge 
Riggs 
Rinaldo 
Roberts 
Roe 
Roemer 
Rogers 
Ros-Lehtinen 
Rostenkowski 
Rowland 
Roybal 
RUBBO 
Sabo 
Sanders 
Sangmeister 
Santorum 
Sa.rpa.lius 
Sava.ge 
Sawyer 
Saxton 
Scheuer 
Schiff 
Schroeder 

Schumer 
Serrano 
Sharp 
Shaw 
Sikorski 
Sisisky 
Skaggs 
Skeen 
Skelton 
Slattery 
Slaughter (NY) 
Smith(FL) 
Smith(IA) 
Smith (NJ) 
Smith(OR) 
Smith (TX) 
Snowe 
Solarz 
Spratt 
Staggers 
Stallings 

Stark 
Stenholm 
Stokes 
Studds 
Sundquist 
Swett 
Swift 
Synar 
Tallon 
Tanner 
Tauzin 
Thomas(CA) 
Thomas(GA) 
Thornton 
Torres 
Torricelli 
Tra.flca.nt 
Traxler 
Unsoeld 
Valentine 
Vander Ja.gt 

Vento 
Visclosky 
Walsh 
Washington 
Waters 
Waxman 
WeiBB 
Weldon 
Wheat 
Whitten 
Williams 
Wilson 
Wise 
Wolf 
Wolpe 
Wyden 
Wylie 
Yatron 
Young(AK) 
Zeliff 

NOT VOTING-20 
Albxa.nder 
Asp in 
Bevill 
Bryant 
Dornan (CA) 
Dymally 
Gephardt 

Hughes 
Kennelly 
Kopetski 
Kostmayer 
Lehman (FL) 
Levine (CA) 
Marlenee 

D 1313 

Rose 
Roukema 
Towns 
Udall 
Volkmer 
Yates 

The Clerk announced the following 
pair: 

On this vote: 
Mr. Dornan of California for, with Mr. 

Hughes against. 

Mr. WYDEN and Mr. RIGGS changed 
their vote from "aye" to "no." 

Mr. CUNNINGHAM and Mr. JAMES 
changed their vote from "no" to "aye." 

So the amendment in the nature of a 
substitute was rejected. 

The result of the vote was announced 
as above recorded. 

AMENDMENT IN THE NATURE OF A SUBSTITUTE 
OFFERED BY MR. KASICH 

Mr. KASICH. Mr. Chairman, I offer 
an amendment in the nature of a sub
stitute. 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore (Mr. 
MAZZOLI). The Clerk will designate the 
amendment in the nature of a sub
stitute. 

The text of the amendment in the na
ture of a substitute is as follows: 

Amendment in the nature of a substitute 
offered by Mr. KASICH: 

Strike all after the resolving clause and in
sert the following: 

That the budget for fiscal year 1992 is estab
lished, and the appropriate budgetary levels 
for fiscal years 1993, 1994, 1995, and 1996 are 
hereby set forth. 

RECOMMENDED LEVELS AND AMOUNTS 

SEC. 2. (a) The following budgetary levels 
are appropriate for the fiscal years beginning 
on October 1, 1991, October 1, 1992, October 1, 
1993, October 1, 1994, and October 1, 1995: 

(1) The recommended levels of Federal rev-
enues are as follows: 

Fiscal year 1992: $849,900,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1993: $914,200,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1994: $1,000,100,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1995: $1,077,800,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1996: $1,143,800,000,000. 

and the amounts by which the aggregate lev
els of Federal revenues should be changed 
are as follows: 

Fiscal year 1992: $2,800,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1993: $800,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1994: -$400,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1995: - $600,000,000. 
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Fiscal year 1996: -$4,000,000,000. 

and the amounts for Federal Insurance Con
tributions Act revenues for hospital insur
ance within the recommended levels of Fed
eral revenues are as follows: 

Fiscal year 1992: $82,705,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1993: $90,123,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1994: $96,814,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1995: $103,105,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1996: $110,190,000,000. 
(2) The appropriate levels of total new 

budget authority are as follows: 
Fiscal year 1992: $1,235,000,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1993: $1,180,200,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1994: $1,228,800,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1995: $1,273,700,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1996: $1,324,400,000,000. 
(3) The appropriate levels of total budget 

outlays are as follows: 
Fiscal year 1992: $1,184,600,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1993: $1,175,600,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1994: $1,133,700,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1995: $1,165,900,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1996: $1,226,200,000,000. 
(4) The amounts of the deficits are as fol-

lows: 
Fiscal year 1992: ($334, 700,000,000). 
Fiscal year 1993: ($261,400,000,000). 
Fiscal year 1994: ($133,600,000,000). 
Fiscal year 1995: ($88,100,000,000). 
Fiscal year 1996: ($82,400,000,000). 
(5) The appropriate levels of the public 

debt are as follows: 
Fiscal year 1992: $3,978,300,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1993: $4,313,900,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1994: $4,529,500,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1995: $4,715,700,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1996: $4,889,600,000,000. 
(6) The appropriate levels of total Federal 

credit activity for the fiscal years beginning 
on October 1, 1991, October 1, 1992, October 1, 
1993, October 1, 1994, and October 1, 1995, are 
as follows: 

Fiscal year 1992: 
(A) New direct loan obligations, 

$14,698,000,000. 
(B) New primary loan guaraptee commit

ments, $190,235,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1993: 
(A) New direct loan obligations, 

$14,976,000,000. 
(B) New primary loan guarantee commit

ments, $193,517,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1994: 
(A) New direct loan obligations, 

$13,581,000,000. 
(B) New primary loan guarantee commit

ments, $196,717,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1995: 
(A) New direct loan obligations, 

$13,447,000,000. 
(B) New primary loan guarantee commit

ments, $199,992,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1996: 
(A) New direct loan obligations, 

$13,658,000,000. 
(B) New primary loan guarantee commit

ments, $202,539,000,000. 
(b) The Congress hereby determines and de

clares the appropriate levels of budget au
thority and budget outlays, and the appro
priate levels of new direct loan obligations 
and new primary loan guarantee commit
ments for fiscal years 1992 through 1996 for 
each major functional category are: 

(1) National Defense (050): 
Fiscal year 1992: 
(A) New budget authority, $290,800,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $295,200,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1993: 
(A) New budget authority, $290,900,000,000. 

(B) Outlays, $291,900,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1994: 
(A) New budget authority, $291,900,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $286,700,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1995: 
(A) New budget authority, $295,100,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $288,600,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1996: 
(A) New budget authority, $297,800,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $293,200,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
(2) International Affairs (150): 
Fiscal year 1992: 
(A) New budget authority, $21,400,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $17,300,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations. 

$1,745,000,000. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $9,349,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1993: 
(A) New budget authority, $20,700,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $17,800,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, 

$1,625,000,000. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $9,344,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1994: 
(A) New budget authority, $19,000,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $18,000,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, 

$1,432,000,000 . . 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $9,305,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1995: 
(A) New budget authority, $20,600,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $18,000,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, 

$1,449,000,000. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $9,360,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1996: 
(A) New budget authority, $19,300,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $18,100,000,0QO. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, 

$1,455,000,000. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit

ments, $9,406,000,000. 
(3) General Science, Space, and Technology 

(250): 
Fiscal year 1992: 
(A) New budget authority, $15,700,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $15,500,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1993: 
(A) New budget authority, $16,300,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $15,800,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1994: 
(A) New budget authority, $17,000,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $16,700,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1995: 
(A) New budget authority, $17,600,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $17,400,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit

ments, $0. 

Fiscal year 1996: 
(A) New budget authority, $18,300,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $18,000,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
(4) Energy (270): 
Fiscal year 1992: 
(A) New budget authority, $4,500,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $3,700,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, 

$1,197,000,000. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $1,100,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1993: 
(A) New budget authority, $5,500,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $5,000,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, 

$1,741,000,000. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $1,150,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1994: 
(A) New budget authority, $5,700,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $4,900,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, 

$724,000,000. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $1,200,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1995: 
(A) New budget authority, $4,900,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $4,000,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, 

$650,000,000. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $1,250,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1996: 
(A) New budget authority, $5,000,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $3,200,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, 

$850,000,000. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit

ments, $1,280,000,000. 
(5) Natural Resources and Environment 

(300): 
Fiscal year 1992: 
(A) New budget authority, $19,700,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $19,600,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1993: 
(A) New budget authority, $19,500,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $19,900,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1994: 
(A) New budget authority, $18,900,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $19,000,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1995: 
(A) New budget authority, $18,000,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $18,300,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1996: 
(A) New budget authority, $17,900,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $17,900,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
(6) Agriculture (350): 
Fiscal year 1992: 
(A) New budget authority, $20,100,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $15,200,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, 

$8,288,000,000. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit

ments, $8,464,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1993: 
(A) New budget authority, $17,600,000,000. 
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(B) Outlays, $14,100,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, 

$8,265,000,000. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $8,462,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1994: 
(A) New budget authority, $16,200,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $13,300,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, 

$8,202,000,000. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $8,470,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1995: 
(A) New budget authority, $16,700,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $11,900,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, 

$8,236,000,000. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $8,424,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1996: 
(A) New budget authority, $13,900,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $12,400,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, 

$8,387,000,000. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $8,175,000,000. 
(7) Commerce and Housing Credit (370): 
Fiscal year 1992: 
(A) New budget authority, $104,000,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $93,900,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, 

$1,380,000,000. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $142,539,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1993: 
(A) New budget authority, $9,900,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $49,400,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, 

$1,355,000,000. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $147,358,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1994: 
(A) New budget authority, $11,900,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, ($33,600,000,000). 
(C) New direct loan obligations, 

$1,356,000,000. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $150,278,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1995: 
(A) New budget authority, $13,000,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, ($38,200,000,000). 
(C) New direct loan obligations, 

$1,341,000,000. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $152,915,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1996: 
(A) New budget authority, $13,600,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, ($26,100,000,000). 
(C) New direct loan obligations, 

$1,294,000,000. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $155,242,000,000. 
(8) Transportation (400): 
Fiscal year 1992: , 
(A) New budget authority, $33,400,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $32,000,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1993: 
(A) New budget authority, $34,300,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $33,900,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1994: 
(A) New budget authority, $35,600,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $34,300,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1995: 
(A) New budget authority, $36,900,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $34,300,000,000. 

(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1996: 
(A) New budget authority, $39,000,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $34,500,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit

ments, $0. 
(9) Community and Regional Development 

(450): 
Fiscal year 1992: 
(A) New budget authority, $5,800,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $6,500,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, 

$939,000,000. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $466,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1993: 
(A) New budget authority, $5,600,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $5,500,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, 

$953,000,000. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $464,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1994: 
(A) New budget authority, $5,800,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $5,300,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, 

$966,000,000. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $459,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1995: 
(A) New budget authority, $5,800,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $5,500,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, 

$980,000,000. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $452,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1996: 
(A) New budget authority, $5,900,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $5,400,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, 

$993,000,000. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit

ments, $443,000,000. 
(10) Education, Training, Employment, and 

Social Services (500): 
Fiscal year 1992: 
(A) New budget authority, $45,000,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $45,000,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $13,281,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1993: 
(A) New budget authority, $44,400,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $43,800,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $13,994,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1994: 
(A) New budget authority, $44,900,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $43,900,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $14,880,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1995: 
(A) New budget authority, $45,400,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $44,500,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $15,572,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1996: 
(A) New budget authority, $45,700,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $40,900,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $16,268,000,000. 
(11) Health (550): 
Fiscal year 1992: 
(A) New budget authority, $80,400,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $80,800,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit

ments, $185,000,000. 

Fiscal year 1993: 
(A) New budget authority, $91,300,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $90,800,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $120,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1994: 
(A) New budget authority, $102,500,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $101,700,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $60,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1995: 
(A) New budget authority, $113,600,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $112,800,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1996: 
(A) New budget authority, $126,000,000.000. 
(B) Outlays, $125,200,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
(12) Medicare (570): 
Fiscal year 1992: 
(A) New budget authority, $113,800,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $113,600,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1993: 
(A) New budget authority, $124,500,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $124,000,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1994: 
(A) New budget authority, $138,500,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $138,200,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fisc~l year 1995: 
(A) New budget authority, $154,600,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $154,100,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1996: 
(A) New budget authority, $174,600,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $174,000,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
(13) Income Security (600): 
Fiscal year 1992: 
(A) New budget authority, $222,500,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $184,700,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1993: 
(A) New budget authority, $232,400,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $193,500,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1994: 
(A) New budget authority, $241,200,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $201,400,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1995: 
(A) New budget authority, $249,100,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $210,000,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1996: 
(A) New budget authority, $258,900,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $219,400,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
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(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
(14) Social Security (650): 
Fiscal year 1992: 
(A) New budget authority, $5,800,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $8,400,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1993: 
(A) New budget authority, $6,300,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $8,900,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1994: 
(A) New budget authority, $6,700,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $9,400,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1995: 
(A) New budget authority, $7,200,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $9,900,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, SO. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1996: 
(A) New budget authority, $7,700,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $10,300,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, SO. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. ,. 
(15) Veterans Benefits and Services (700): 
Fiscal year 1992: 
(A) New budget authority, $32,400,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $32,300,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, 

$1,149,000,000. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $14,851,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1993: 
(A) New budget authority, $32,900,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $32,800,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, 

$1,037,000,000. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $12,625,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1994: 
(A) Ne.w budget authority, $34,000,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $35,500,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, 

$901,000,000. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $12,065,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1995: 
(A) New budget authority, $35,100,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $35,100,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, 

$791,000,000. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $12,019,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1996: 
(A) New budget authority, $36,100,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $34,700,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, 

$679,000,000. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $11,725,000,000. 
(16) Administration of Justice (750): 
Fiscal year 1992: 
(A) New budget authority, $13,600,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $13,600,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, SO. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1993: 
(A) New budget authority, $14,100,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $14,000,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1994: 
(A) New budget authority, $14,700,000,000. 

(B) Outlays, $14,600,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1995: 
(A) New budget authority, $15,300,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $14,800,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1996: 
(A) New budget authority, $16,500,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $16,600,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
(17) General Government (800): 
Fiscal year 1992: 
(A) New budget authority, $11,600,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $11,800,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1993: 
(A) New budget authority, $11,700,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $12,200,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1994: 
(A) New bu.dget authority, $11,900,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $11,900,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, SO. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1995: 
(A) New budget authority, $12,400,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $12,500,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1996: 
(A) New budget authority, $13,000,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $13,300,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
(18) Net Interest (900): 
Fiscal year 1992: 
(A) New budget authority, $229,800,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $229,800,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1993: 
(A) New budget authority, $239,100,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $239,100,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, SO. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1994: 
(A) New budget authority, $246,300,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $246,300,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, SO. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1995: 
(A) New budget authority, $248,900,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $248,900,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1996: 
(A) New budget authority, $251,100,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $251,100,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
(19) Allowances (920): 
Fiscal year 1992: 
(A) New budget authority, $100,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $200,000,000. 
(C) ·New direct loan obligations, SO. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit

ments, $0. 

Fiscal year 1993: 
(A) New budget authority, $100,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $100,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1994: 
(A) New budget authority, $100,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $200,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1995: 
(A) New budget authority, $100,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $100,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1996: 
(A) New budget authority, $100,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $100,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
(20) Undistributed Offsetting Receipts (950): 
Fiscal year 1992: 
(A) New budget authority, $34,500,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $34,500,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1993: 
(A) New budget authority, $36,900,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $36,900,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, SO. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1994: 
(A) New budget authority, $34,000,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $34,000,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, SO. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1995: 
(A) New budget authority, $34,000,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $34,000,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, SO. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1996: 
(A) New budget authority, $36,000,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $36,000,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit

ments, $0. 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. Under 
the rule, the gentleman from Ohio [Mr. 
KASICH] will be recognized for 30 min
utes, and a Member opposed will be r~c
ognized for 30 minutes. 

Does the gentleman from California 
[Mr. PANETTA] oppose the amendment? 

Mr. PANETTA. Mr. Chairman, this 
gentleman is opposed. 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. The 
gentleman from California [Mr. PA
NETTA] will be recognized for 30 min
utes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from Ohio [Mr. KASICH]. 

Mr. KASICH. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
myself 4 minutes. 

Mr. Chairman, I watched with great 
interest the discussion that went along 
on the last amendment. I want to ex
plain basically what I am doing, be
cause I think this is an amendment 
that Members can support across the 
board. 
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Mr. Chairman, I am not involved in 

my amendment in gutting the oper
ations of the Federal Government, nor 
involved at all in going in and doing 
anything different than what the ad
ministration does in the area of enti
tlements, or on the premium for Medi
care. 

Mr. Chairman, all I basically do to 
get the bulk of my savings is hold the 
rate of budget authority growth to the 
rate of inflation for 5 years. By doing 
that, I save $8.1 billion more than the 
administration's plan in the first year, 
and $85 billion over 5 years. Those 
numbers, as opposed to the Panetta 
plan, I will save $13.4 billion in the first 
year, and $172 billion over 5 years. 

Mr. Chairman, I want all Members to 
focus on this chart. This is, I believe, a 
miniature scandal that is brewing here 
when it comes to the way in which we 
do our budget numbers. You may recall 
that last year we got together and said 
we should not use the surpluses from 
Social Security to mask the deficit. So 
we moved the Social Security calcula
tions off budget. 

Lo and behold, we are now using the 
S&L crisis, the calculations of the sav
ings and loan crisis in this country, to 
mask the real cost of the deficit and 
the real glidepath of the Federal Gov
ernment. 

Mr. Chairman, if you look at this 
chart, you can see that the argument 
that we are only increasing spending 
marginally over these next 5 years as 
provided for under the budget agree
ment looks pretty well like they are 
right. One can see that the increases 
are rather small. There are no dra
matic increases. 

What one must understand is that 
under the calculations of the adminis
tration in the last 2 years, there is at 
least $90 billion in revenue they are 
projecting is going to come in from the 
S&L crisis. 

Mr. Chairman, nobody in this coun
try has been right, let alone in the 
Washington, DC area, in terms of the 
total revenues that are going to be gen
erated from the S&L crisis. 

What I say is let us take the S&L 
funding completely out of the picture 
and look at what happens to this budg
et deal. When one does that, they can 
see the dramatic increases in the 
growth of Federal spending. 

Mr. Chairman, what we are doing is 
we are hiding that dramatic increase in 
Federal spending by masking it with 
the S&L crisis. When you strip the 
S&L crisis out of the calculations, you 
can see that the increases in Federal 
spending are absolutely dramatic on a 
year-to-year basis. 

Furthermore, there was a discussion 
about how bad things were in the 
Reagan years, how spending went up so 
high. We happen to have a chart that 
reflects that as well. 

What you can see in this chart is that 
the Reagan rate is the bottom number, 
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and the top rate is the current spend
ing rate. This is what I would call the 
deficit wedge. The deficit wedge indi
cates that the growth in Federal spend
ing is up dramatically in these 5 years 
as opposed to the Reagan years. 

Mr. Chairman, going back to the 
chart that has to do with the S&L cri
sis, whether you believe that we have 
done a good job or not, or what kind of 
chart we are setting a course on, or 
whether the gentleman from California 
[Mr. PANETTA] is right, or the gen
tleman from Ohio [Mr. GRADISON] is 
right, or whether this gentleman is 
right, the bottom line is over the next 
5 years we are going to add $1.3 trillion 
to the national debt, and that is abso
lutely crazy. 

Then we come to the floor and we ap
plaud ourselves for the fantastic job we 
are doing in controlling Federal spend
ing under the budget deal, while at the 
same time we add $1.3 trillion to the 
natienal debt. 
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Under the Kasich plan, all we do is 

hold the growth in budget authority to 
the rate of inflation, and we will, over 
a period of 5 years, save a modest $85 
billion over the administration's plan, 
and as compared to the Democrat plan 
we save $172 billion. 

Look, folks, nobody should be afraid 
to go home and tell their constituents 
that they voted to hold the growth of 
discretionary spending to the rate of 
inflation. No Member should be op
posed to that. 

This is a good plan and I ask for 
Members' support in vast numbers on a 
bipartisan basis. 

Mr. Chairman, I reserve the balance 
of my time. 

Mr. PANETTA. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
2 minutes to the distinguished gen
tleman from North Carolina [Mr. 
JONES], chairman of the Committee on 
Merchant Marine and Fisheries. 

Mr. JONES of North Carolina. Mr. 
Chairman, I rise in strong opposition 
to this amendment. 

Yesterday, I testified before the Ap
propriations Committee and requested 
funding for discretionary programs 
within the Maritime Administration 
and the National Oceanic and Atmos
pheric Administration. 

I have also requested funding for 
Coast Guard programs, Corps of Engi
neers programs, and Department of the 
Interior programs. 

The Appropriations Committee is al
ready facing a difficult job to fund nec
essary programs and projects in which 
committees and Members are inter
ested. Across-the-board reductions in 
domestic spending allocations make its 
job even harder. 

Any Member who has requested ap
propriations for any programs or 
projects cannot, in good conscience, 
support this amendment. 

I urge opposition t o the amendment. 

Mr. KASICH. Mr. Chairman, I yield 3 
minutes to the gentleman from Texas 
[Mr. ARMEY]. 

Mr. ARMEY. Mr. Chairman, I thank 
the gentleman for yielding the time to 
me. 

Mr. Chairman, I would like to take 
just a moment to applaud the gen
tleman from Ohio [Mr. KASICH] for the 
thoughtful work and · the expensive 
work he has put into this process. 
Working virtually alone, he has come 
up with a very good alternative. I 
would also like to remind the body 
that what we are doing is marking up 
the budget beginning with a base in
strument of the Democratic majority's 
budget from the Budget Committee, 
and anything we vote on will be an 
amendment to that. So the question 
Members must ask themselves is: Is 
this proposal before us a better alter
native in budgeting than the alter
native brought by the Democratic ma
jority in the Budget Committee? 

I am going to say that the Kasich al
ternative is a better alternative we 
must all vote for. Let me just talk for 
a quick minute about the fundamental 
problem with the committee mark, 
which is that it is based on unrealisti
cally optimistic economic assump
tions. I am going to give a quick exam
ple. 

During the period of time in which 
the Nation is in a recession, given the 
assumption that the recession will be 
shallow and short by the Congressional 
Budget Office, the Democratic budget 
proposes cuts in unemployment insur
ance by $431 million, and by making 
that cut, by assuming those increased 
revenues of some $11 billion, they make 
it possible to increase spending in 
other mandatory levels of spending. 

The upshot of that is that we will be 
back, if this budget passes and we pass 
legislation to conform with it, looking 
for special supplemental appropriation 
bills to cover such things as the short
falls in unemployment insurance un
less the optimistic forecast of the Con
gressional Budget Office holds up. 

Let us take a look at the budget. En
titlement spending is 52 percent of our 
budget; $1 out of every $7 of that 52 per
cent finds its way into the hands of 
people at or below the poverty level of 
income. If six out of every seven enti
tlement dollars are going to people 
with greater than entitlement incomes, 
we must see the need, the opportunity, 
and the ways in which we can have en
titlement reform. Kasich does that; the 
Democratic budget in report language 
allows that the committees ought to 
discuss it while Kasich does it. 

We ought to try to find a way to hold 
down the interest on the debt, 20 per
cent of our budget. We ought t o have 
real restraint in the growth on discre
tionary spending, and we ought to keep 
the tax extenders in t he law as the 
President proposed. Kasich does that 
and he retains in tha t some vestige of 
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respect for the American people, their 
entrepreneurial talent, their creativ
ity, their ability to spend their money 
on a more productive basis on behalf of 
themselves and their families than the 
Government can. Kasich understands 
these things, he does these things. The 
Democratic budget ignores them oral
lows for the possibility to talk about 
them. 

I say vote for the Kasich amendment. 
Mr. PANETTA. Mr. Chairman, I yield 

5 minutes to the distinguished gen
tleman from California [Mr. BERMAN], 
a member of the Budget Committee. 

Mr. BERMAN. Mr. Chairman, I thank 
the chairman of our committee for 
yielding the time to me. 

Mr. Chairman, I rise today in opposi
tion to the Kasich substitute and in 
support of the House budget resolution. 

While both budgets are constrained 
by a pitiful lack of resources given the 
urgent unmet domestic needs around 
the country, the House budget resolu
tion more reflects my values and prior
ities, and is therefore more deserving 
of my support. 

One of the more troubling aspects of 
the Kasich substitute is that it is si
lent or ignores a number of modern day 
issues which, if confronted, could begin 
to reshape our country's future. 

His substitute supports a cut in the 
capital gains tax, despite the fact most 
of the benefits would flow to the very 
wealthy at a time when income in
equality in our country is greater 
today than at any time since the Great 
Depression. 

The House budget resolution strongly 
rejects a cut in the capital gains tax. It 
opposes the economic policies advanced 
over the last decade by Republican ad
ministrations which have led to the top 
one-fifth of working Americans taking 
home more money than the other four
fifths together. 

The substitute does not provide any 
funding increases over inflation for 
successful programs like Head Start, 
WIC, prenatal care or childhood immu
nization to help pull children out of 
poverty. 

The House budget resolution provides 
for large increases above inflation for 
these programs. It addresses the cruel 
condition that in the richest country 
in the world, one of five children is 
born into poverty. 

In the few minutes I have left, I 
would like to focus on the inter
national affairs part of the Kasich sub
stitute--one of the most glaring flaws 
of the proposal. 

The Kasich substitute cuts inter
national affairs programs by $500 mil
lion below the House budget resolution 
and close to $1 billion below the al
lowed budget cap. 

Mr. Chairman, since 1985, U.S. for
eign aid spending has declined by $4 
billion, from $19 billion to $15 billion
in real terms by almost a third. The 
poorest regions of the world, prin-

cipally Africa, have seen drastic de
clines in United States assistance. 
After decades of clear world leadership, 
the United States has now fallen be
hind other developed countries in for
eign aid spending-at the expense of 
our political and economic influence 
worldwide. 

The Kasich substitute does nothing 
to reverse these disturbing trends, and 
while perhaps, unintended, exacerbates 
them. 

Instead, it retreats from our coun
try's ability to seize the initiative on 
significant historic events taking place 
in Eastern Europe and poignant and 
tragic human disasters taking place 
around the world. 

I know the gentleman from Ohio sup
ports the historic political and eco
nomic transformation taking place in 
Eastern Europe-but his substitute 
does not reflect this support. Surely, 
the transformation of communism to 
capitalism and totalitarianism to de
mocracy is worthy of more American 
resources that his substitute provides. 

Neither does the gentleman's sub
stitute adequately provide for the 
human suffering and tragedy we are 
witnessing among Kurdish refugees in 
Turkey, Iran, and Iraq. The whole refu
gee account totals less than the $500-
million cut being proposed in the sub
stitute. 

Other desperate refugee problems are 
developing in the Horn of Africa, the 
Sudan, and South Africa. Eastern Eu
ropean and Southeast Asian refugees 
continue to overwhelm the world's 
ability to cope. 

Does the gentleman really want to 
cut back our efforts in these areas? 

What about programs to feed starv
ing children and to provide much need
ed health care to the poorest of the 
poor? What about population planning 
and the multilateral development 
banks? All these programs would be 
cut under the gentleman's substitute. 

The House budget resolution does 
recognize the dramatic changes taking 
place around the world, as well as 
other unprecedented worldwide de
mands and provides sufficient re
sources to address them. It rejects de
clining foreign aid budgets of recent 
years. 

It recommends shifting foreign aid 
away from military assistance into hu
manitarian and development assist
ance. 

It also provides for new initiatives in 
Africa and Eastern Europe. And it 
makes no reduction in the level for aid 
for Israel and Egypt. 

In addition, the House budget resolu
tion provides a large increase over last 
year for the Export-Import Bank. This 
increase reflects that American foreign 
aid in the 1990's must go beyond pro
moting democracy and stability in the 
world. It must be used as a strategic 
policy tool by the Federal Government 
to gain markets in the emerging de-

mocracies in Eastern Europe and 
around the world. Western European 
and Pacific rim countries have been 
providing this assistance to their busi
nesses for years. The United States 
must be commensurately involved in 
this area if we are to compete with 
them economically. 

Mr. Chairman, we must change our 
notion of national security for the dec
ade ahead. The events of the past 10 
years, particularly since 1989, provide 
historic opportunities for the United 
States to foster freedom, peace, and 
stability in a dramatically changing 
world. The committee's budget as
sumes vi tal assistance increases to the 
poorest regions of the world, and to 
fragile democracies. It targets the root 
economic causes of international con
flict to make our post-cold-war world 
more stable and secure. 

In our $5 trillion economy, I believe 
that the United States can and must 
provide substantially more in foreign 
aid than we have done in past years, 
and certainly more than the Kasich 
substitute. The committee budget does 
so in the context of obvious fiscal con
straints, and I urge my colleagues to 
support its adoption. 

D 1330 
Mr. KASICH. Mr. Chairman, I yield 

myself 1 minute. 
Mr. Chairman, I want the gentleman 

from California who just spoke to sup
port my amendment, and let me tell 
the Members why. 

In the income security area, I actu
ally provide $1.5 billion more in budget 
authority than the Democratic alter
native and $4.3 billion more in outlays 
in the category of income security. So 
if the gentleman is worried about the 
programs of the poor, I am more gener
ous to the programs of the poor in the 
category of income security than his 
alternative is. 

The gentleman is criticizing me for 
being a skinflint there. He ought to be 
criticizing his own people. 

We have taken care of the problem 
for the people who are the poorest, 
which are the people that we target in 
terms of helping them. Additionally, 
the numbers speak for themselves. The 
other point is, as the gentleman knows, 
it has never been my intent to take the 
half billion dollars a year out of the ' 
foreign aid category, aid to nations. It 
has been taken out of a bureaucracy 
that has been created that does not 
even serve in the area of direct aid to 
nations. 

Mr. Chairman, I yield 3 minutes to 
the gentleman from Washington [Mr. 
MILLER]. 

Mr. MILLER of Washington. Mr. 
Chairman, I rise in support of the Ka
sich budget substitute. 

Much is going to be said this week 
and on this floor about how Congress is 
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doing its part to restore fiscal dis
cipline to the Federal budget. Unfortu
nately, we have a long way to go, be
lieve me. 

Yes, there is a holding of the line in 
defense spending, but just look at what 
is called domestic discretionary spend
ing. This year it is going up over 9 per
cent. 

In the budget before us, in the Demo
cratic party's budget before us, it is 
going to go up over 6 percent next year. 
What it comes down to is domestic 
spending is growing much faster than 
the rate of inflation. 

Mr. Chairman, these trends cannot 
continue if we are going to be serious 
in our efforts to reduce the deficit and 
balance the budget. 

The Kasich budget provides an alter
native to runaway spending and high 
deficits. Simply put, it is a flexible 
freeze proposal which limits increases 
in domestic discretionary spending to 
the rate of inflation, thereby providing 
those programs with a cost-of-living 
adjustment. 

The Kasich budget is humane, as has 
just been pointed out. In that area of 
income security that most affects the 
needy in our society, the Kasich budget 
actually spends slightly more than the 
majority's budget, or the majority's 
budget spends less. Modestly slowing 
the rate of spending growth, which is 
what the Kasich budget does, is not a 
cut. It is a slowing of the rate of 
growth while revenues rise. 

Mr. Chairman, the Kasich budget· 
achieves real savings relative to what 
this Congres~:s would otherwise spend in 
the Democrats' or the President's pro
posal: $13 billion this coming year, 
close to a $100 billion better in deficit 
reduction over the next 5 years. 

Mr. Chairman, these savings alone 
will not eliminate our huge budget def
icit, but the Kasich budget, I believe, is 
a good first step. 

For this reason, I urge its adoption. 
Mr. KASICH. Mr. Chairman, I yield 3 

minutes to the gentleman from Michi
gan [Mr. UPTON]. 

Mr. UPTON. Mr. Chairman, I rise in 
support of the budget alternative of
fered here by my good friend Mr. KA
SICH of Ohio. 

Mr. Chairman, last year many of us 
argued for reduced spending and voted 
against the budget resolution because 
it raised spending and raised taxes. I 
worked with Mr. KASICH, my colleague 
from Michigan, Mr. PURSELL, and oth
ers to develop a budget alternative 
that provided real reductions in spend
ing but were not allowed to bring it to 
the floor for a vote. The budget alter
native offered here today by Mr. KA
SICH embodies many of the ideas we 
fought for last year. 

Mr. KASICH's proposal brings the fair
ness of our progressive tax structure 
into the budget by applying means 
testing in the Medicare Program. It re
duces international spending-foreign 

aid if we must make sacrifices at 
home, so should our foreign bene
ficiaries. It at least holds domestic 
spending to the rate of inflation or the 
President's budget request, whichever 
is lower. And perhaps most impor
tantly, it does not further increase the 
deficit by spending all the way up to 
the domestic budget cap. 

Mr. Chairman, regardless of the 
budget alternative we finally choose 
today, none of us should remain com
placent or pretend we have solved the 
continuing budget crisis simply be
cause we have met the requirements of 
last fall's Budget Enforcement Act. All 
the budget alternatives we are consid
ering today will start fiscal 1992 with 
projected annual deficits of almost $300 
billion. During fiscal 1992, Mr. Chair
man, outstanding Federal debt will top 
$4 trillion. Just the interest payments 
alone will exceed $200 billion. Mr. 
Chairman, a little over a decade ago we 
were outraged at annual deficits of $40 
billion and a Federal debt that hadn't 
breached the trillion dollar mark. 

We have become immune to the 
sound of such enormous numbers as if 
they have very little meaning. And we 
have cynically turned our backs on the 
effect this mountain of red ink has on 
our ability to fund desperately needed 
programs. Had we not incurred this 
massive debt, the $200 billion we will 
pay as interest would go a long way to
ward feeding the hungry, educating our 
children, and maintaining a sound 
economy. 

Our current path does little to truly 
stop our massive overspending and 
mounting debt. Future budget debates 
will not focus on our visions for a bet
ter world but will degenerate into con
tentious battles over increasingly lim
ited resources. We will be forced to 
dedicate an even greater portion of 
those resources to fund the debt we 
will leave our children. 

Mr. Chairman, as many of us have 
said time and time again, we cannot 
continue on this course. I look forward 
to the day when we face up to our fis
cal responsibilities and debate budget 
alternatives that present real choices. 

Mr. KASICH. Mr. Chairman, I yield 2 
minutes to the gentleman from New 
Hampshire [Mr. ZELIFF]. 

Mr. ZELIFF. Mr. Chairman, I rise in 
support of the Kasich budget proposal, 
because it makes sense. It is the only 
realistic, viable proposal before us this 
week. 

It is a live within your income ap
proach to fiscal sanity. The people of 
New Hampshire, and the people of 
America, who paid their income taxes 
this week, have to live within their 
means. In our small businesses, we 
have to live within our revenues. Our 
cities and our towns have to live with
in their income. The Federal Govern
ment should do the same. 

The Kasich budget proposal simply 
says that the U.S. Government should 

hold its domestic discretionary spend
ing increases to no more than the rate 
of inflation. In plain English, it says 
let's make a start today toward living 
within our income. Let's operate the 
Federal checkbook the same way we 
operate our family and business check
books. Let's keep our rate of spending 
increases to our rate of income growth. 

This budget proposal should be sup
ported by all who opposed the Omnibus 
Budget Reconciliation Act of last fall. 
This budget proposal should also be 
supported by all of you, who cam
paigned for tax fairness last fall. It 
calls for a modest start to means test
ing both Medicare and farm subsidies. 

The Kasich budget proposal is a good 
start toward a return to common 
sense, live within your income budget
ing. That's why I shall support it, and 
I urge my fellow Members of Congress 
to do the same. 

0 1340 

Mr. KASICH. Mr. Chairman, I yield 2 
minutes to the gentleman from New 
Jersey [Mr. ZIMMER]. 

Mr. ZIMMER. Mr. Chairman, this is 
the fiscal year in which the Federal 
budget was supposed to be balanced 
under the original Gramm-Rudman 
Act. Instead, what we have is a record
setting $378 billion deficit if we include 
the so-called off-budget items. 

Last year, last October, there was an
other agreement reached, and that was 
supposed to balance the budget QY 1995. 
By December, it was clear by the peo
ple who reached that agreement, that 
that date was unrealistic. I say we 
should get serious about balancing the 
Federal budget. The way we do that is 
by making cuts that hurt a little bit. 

Now, there are some cuts in the Ka
sich, and some reductions in the in
crease of spending, in the Kasich legis
lation that I do not like. However, I 
think we all have to share a little pain 
if we are going to bring our spending in 
line with our revenues. It is not that 
unreasonable to do. All we have to do 
it slow down the rate of growth of 
spending. 

I believe that the debate, the argu
ment between the two sides and the 
similarities between the administra
tion's budget bill and the Democra ts' 
budget bill are moot. Neither side 
should be proud that their package 
looks like the other. It provides for 
$290 billion in deficit. 

Now, we are already spending 20 
cents on every dollar to pay the inter
est on the national debt. There is no 
way we are going to be able to dig our
selves out of this situation if we let 
that debt continue to grow, and that 
wedge of interest payments continue to 
grow. What we need to balance the 
budget is a balanced budget constitu
tional amendment. We need a line item 
veto. However, what we need more 
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than anything, is for Members of Con
gress to say no to unnecessary spend
ing. The time to begin is now. 

Mr. KASICH. Mr. Chairman, I yield 2 
minutes to the gentleman from Penn
sylvania [Mr. SANTORUM]. 

Mr. SANTORUM. Mr. Chairman, it is 
not lost upon me that the last three 
speakers, including myself, are fresh
men Members of Congress. First, let 
me speak to the freshmen Members of 
Congress who were involved in cam
paigns last year, many against incum
bents, and me being one. The budget 
was a big issue, the budget and fiscal 
responsibility was a big issue in the 
campaigns. This is Members' last and 
only chance to do something about the 
promises that Members made during 
that campaign. This is the only budget 
that Members will see that do anything 
about at least approaching the problem 
of deficit spending. This is the Mem
bers' opportunity. 

When we go back home, this is the 
vote that people are going to look at. 
This is the chance for all Members. 

Let me clear one other point if I may 
to the Members at large, in picking up 
with the gentleman from Ohio [Mr. KA
SICH] said, which I think is an impor
tant point, perhaps glossed over. That 
is, what this budget does in the area of 
income security. We, in the Kasich 
budget, put $12 billion more over the 
next 5 years in income security. We do 
more in this budget than the Demo
crats do in their budget for poor people 
in this country in the area of income 
security. This is a compassionate budg
et. This is a fair budget. This is a budg
et that at least starts the process of 
having some .measure of responsibility 
in this body for the future of this coun
try, and the kind of debts that we are 
enduring. 

Mr. Chairman, $1.7 trillion. I repeat, 
Sl. 7 trillion is going to be added to the 
deficit under the budget cap and the 
budget summit that was approved last 
year, if we do not do something about 
it now. This is only a drop in the buck
et, frankly, but our only chance. Please 
support this budget. 

Mr. KASICH. Mr. Chairman, I yield 3 
minutes to the gentleman from Florida 
[Mr. JAMES]. 

Mr. JAMES. Mr. Chairman, I rise in 
support of the Kasich amendment. 

Today, the House will be considering 
two indistinguishable budget propos
als-one by the gentleman from Cali
fornia [Mr. PANETTA] and one by the 
gentleman from Ohio [Mr. GRADISON]. 
With all due respect, either could be 
called a Bart Simpson plan. Each offers 
more of the same old budgeting today, 
but promises better deficit reduction 
tomorrow. In that regard, both are un
derachievers. 

The budget proposal offered by the 
majority would result in outlays 16.5 
percent higher than those produced by 
the fiscal year 1990 budget while the 

one offered by the minority calls for 
only $6.8 billion less than the majority. 

That means real deficit reduction is 
going to be put off until 1993 when the 
budget crunch may be even worse and 
the likelihood of reductions even more 
remote. 

The difficulty can be traced back to 
last year's budget agreement. The 
summiteers agreed to do almost noth
ing to reduce expenditures in the short 
term; instead, they allowed spending to 
be judged against a rising baseline. 

Thus, the agreement relieved all par
ties of the responsibility for dealing 
with past fiscal excesses. At the same 
time, it delayed the kind of spending 
cuts that are necessary to ever balance 
the budget without new taxes. 

The impression given the American 
people was quite different, however. 
What they understood us to say was 
not "deficits happen" but "give us 
more taxes this year and we'll get seri
ous about spending reduction soon 
after." And by "spending reductions" 
they hoped we meant real reductions
reductions that cut the deficit-not re
ductions from projected spending in
creases. The test of whether we really 
intend to reduce spending is today. 

Regrettably, the budget of the distin
guished gentlemen from California [Mr. 
PANE'ITA] proposes to spend almost 
every penny allowed by last year's 
agreement in the area of discretionary 
spending. The substitute offered by the 
gentleman from Ohio [Mr. GRADISON] is 
not much different. 

The American people expect more
more financial discipline, more deficit 
reduction, more of the hard choices 
that are essential if we are ever to get 
our house in order. 

I believe we should treat last year's 
agreement not as a means of doing as 
little as possible but as an opportunity 
to do as much as we can-as quickly as 
we can. Procrastination will only make 
the job more difficult. 

And if you don't want to take my 
word for it, read the March 11 Washing
ton Post column by a Member of the 
other body from South Carolina. Look 
in particular at how he describes the 
apologists for procrastination in terms 
that might be-ruled out of order if used 
here on the floor. 

I urge my colleagues to support the 
proposal by the gentleman from Ohio 
[Mr. KASICH]. His substitute calls for 
$16.5 billion less in outlays in fiscal 
year 1992 than the House Budget Com
mittee proposal and $172.2 billion less 
over the next 5 years. 

Specifically, the Kasich substitute 
cuts spending for foreign aid by $500 
million a year, holds increases in dis
cretionary spending to the rate of in
flation-using fiscal year 1990 as a 
base-and initiates the task of entitle
ment reform. At the same time, it does 
not penalize the elderly by cutting So
cial Security; nor does it reduce veter-

ans' benefits below last year's spending 
levels. 

Mr. Chairman, let us not be under
achievers. As my colleague from Cali
fornia [Mr. DANNEMEYER] has pointed 
out, interest payments on the national 
debt took up roughly 60 percent of the 
individual income taxes collected in 
fiscal year 1991. Six of ten Americans 
work and sweat and save to pay their 
taxes to do what-to pay interest on 
the national debt. Such a situation 
cannot continue. I again urge adoption 
of the Kasich substitute. 

Mr. PANETTA. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
5 minutes to the distinguished gen
tleman from Vermont [Mr. SANDERS]. 

Mr. SANDERS. Mr. Chairman, I rise 
in opposition to the Kasich budget 
amendment. I rise in opposition to the 
Democratic proposal. I rise in opposi
tion to the President's and the Repub
lican Party's budget proposal. 

In my view, neither of the major 
budget proposals addresses the major 
crises facing this country in terms of 
the underfunding of education, in 
terms of the underfunding of nutri
tional programs, in terms of the 
underfunding of housing, in terms of 
the underfunding of environmental 
needs, and in terms of the 
underfunding of a host of programs 
that have been thoroughly neglected 
during the last decade. 

In addition, in my view, neither of 
the major budget proposals addresses 
the very serious deficit crisis facing 
this country, and we are now looking 
at the largest deficit in the history of 
the United States this year. There is 
no reason to believe that it will be bet
ter at all next year. 
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Nor do either of the major budget 

proposals deal with the extremely un
fair tax situation which exists in this 
country today in which the wealthiest 
people in our country who have become 
much wealthier over the last decade 
are still able under both budget propos
als to pay significantly less in taxes 
than they did 10 years ago, while the 
middle class and the poor are paying 
more, nor in my view do either of the 
major budget proposals address the 
fact that finally the cold war is over 
and now we have an opportunity to sig
nificantly cut military spending, and 
yet neither proposal deals with that re
ality. 

Mr. Chairman, today in the Washing
ton Post, the distinguished Congress
man, the gentleman from California 
[Mr. PANETTA], chairman of the Budget 
Committee, writes an article which is 
headlined, "Our Budget Is Better." In 
fairness to the gentleman from Califor
nia [Mr. PANE'ITA], I agree with him. 
The Democratic budget is in fact better 
than the Republican budget. 

The Republican budget proposes a $25 
billion cut in Medicare over a 5-year 
period of time on top of the $43 billion 
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proposal passed by Congress and the 
President last year over a 5-year period 
of time. To cut back on Medicare and 
shift that burden to health care con
sumers all over this country when the 
cost of health care is now out of con
trol is to my mind unconscionable. 

The Republican proposal, as I under
stand it, cuts back on veterans' pro
grams-unconscionable. 

The Republican proposal talks about 
a reduction in capital gains taxes for 
the rich, when the rich are in fact en
joying huge tax breaks already-uncon
scionable. 

The gentleman from California [Mr. 
PANETTA] however writes, representing 
the Democrats, that they are going to 
put $2 billion over the 1991 budget into 
education, but the fact of the matter is 
that $2 billion goes nowhere far enough 
to addressing the enormous edu
cational crises facing this country, 
where 25 percent of our kids ar drop
ping out of high school, when millions 
of young working class kids cannot af
ford to go to college. 

I would ask the gentleman from Cali
fornia [Mr. PANETTA], I would ask the 
Republicans, why is it in Western Eu
rope, in Scandinavia, college education 
is the right of virtually all their young 
people? Why cannot the United States 
do the same? 

The gentleman from California [Mr. 
PANETTA] talks about a $315 million in
crease in 1991 in terms of Head Start. 
We all know that Head Start is a won
derful program. It is a cost-effective 
program. Why are we not saying once 
and for all tha-t every young child in 
this country, every kid, has the right 
to Head Start, has the right to decent 
child care? That should be our pro
posal. 

The gentleman from California [Mr. 
PANETTA] talks about increasing fund
ing for WIC, several hundred million 
dollars for that. A recent study came 
out which pointed out that 5 million 
children in the United States of Amer
ica go hungry. We are not talking 
about the Third World. We are talking 
about the United States of America. A 
budget proposal should come before 
this Congress which says that hunger 
for children, hunger for any American, 
is an absolute disgrace. We are going to 
wipe out hunger within a year. 

This is the United States of America. 
This is not a Third World country, an 
underdeveloped country. 

So I say to the gentleman from Cali
fornia [Mr. PANETTA], yes, your pro
gram is in fact better than the Repub
lican program, but it is not a very good 
program and we in the Congress de
serve a budget proposal which says let 
the weal thy start paying their fair 
share of taxes so that our children do 
not have to go hungry. Let us cut mili
tary spending so all of our people can 
enjoy a decent standard of living. 

Mr. KASICH. Mr. Chairman, I yield 1 
minute to the gentleman from Wyo
ming [Mr. THOMAS]. 

Mr. THOMAS of Wyoming. Mr. Chair
man, for the past 2 years now I have 
heard on this floor a constant chorus, 
and we just completed one, as a matter 
of fact, about the budget deficit and 
the national debt. I can imagine how 
that chorus of concern heightens as 
Members go home and talk to their 
constituents about the fact that we 
have maxed out our credit cards. 

For the past 2 days we have heard a 
prolonged listing about every program 
in the Federal inventory, as if the 
world would cease to turn if we did not 
fully fund each of them. I reject that 
notion. 

I support the Kasich budget. I believe 
it does a great job of saving more. 

I want to say that I understand it is 
not easy to work with the budget, and 
I compliment the chairman and the 
ranking member for undertaking this 
really difficult job. It takes two things 
for us to save a little money and have 
a responsible budget. One is to have a 
discipline in this body to set priori ties 
and work within the available re
sources we have. We have not shown an 
inclination to have that discipline. 

The second, of course, we have to 
have taxpayers and voters who are 
willing to do that, and I suggest to you 
that many are. 

Mr. Chairman, I support the Kasich 
budget and I urge my colleagues to do 
so also. 

Mr. KASICH. Mr. Chairman, I yield 2 
minutes to the gentleman from Califor
nia [Mr. ROHRABACHER]. 

Mr. ROHRABACHER. Mr. Chairman, 
I thank the gentleman from California 
[Mr. KASICH] for this time. 

Mr. Chairman, it is about time that 
we get serious about the deficit. We 
have heard lots of calls today and lots 
of speeches about lofty goals and a 
heartfelt belief that our Government 
should have some sort of responsibility 
for this program or that program of 
this group of people that needs help or 
that group of people, wherever they are 
in the world, wherever they are in this 
country. How are we going to pay for 
that? 

Yes, we hear lip service about the 
deficit, but we keep hearing all sorts of 
rhetoric about new spending proposals. 

Well, we have a budget deficit right 
now even before all of these lofty goals 
are met of $350 billion to $400 billion a 
year. How much money will be left for 
meeting the basic needs of our people if 
we keep adding $30 billion to $40 billion 
a year more in spending just to pay for 
the interest on last year's increase in 
the deficit? 

Yes. we do not have the Third World 
country, but we have some people who 
are willing to spend us into a Third 
World economy. If we keep handling 
our economy the way we have been 
doing, we will not have the money to 

meet any of the basic needs of our peo
ple. We will not have the money to 
keep the peace of the world. As our 
economy shrinks and the ranks of the 
jobless increase because we have been 
irresponsible today, we will hear even 
more heart-wrenching stories tomor
row. 

The Kasich budget offers us an alter
native. It is not Draconian. It is re
sponsible. If we can just keep the level 
of spending down to the rate of infla
tion we can work our way and grow our 
way out of this budget challenge, but if 
we do not, if we are irresponsible, if we 
try to spend so much money that we 
have an ever-increasing amount of 
money that we have to spend each year 
just to pay for the interest, we are all 
going to live in poverty. The future 
will be a future of despair, of depriva
tion and decline. 

I believe the Kasich budget puts 
America on the road to prosperity and 
to progress, and I urge a vote for the 
Kasich budget. 

Mr. KASICH. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
11!2 minutes to the very distinguished 
gentleman from Texas [Mr. DELAY]. 

Mr. DELAY. Mr. Chairman, a lot has 
been said about the Kasich proposal. 
We all know that it is the only real 
spending restraint that we have before 
us now. 

We have two votes coming after the 
Kasich vote, and I have expressed my
self on those two items. 

Let me just try to appeal to my col
leagues' sense of politics. If you want 
to go home and tell your constituents 
that you were for spending restraint, 
then vote for Kasich. 

This is not a vote against the Presi
dent. This is not even a vote against 
the proposal of the gentleman from 
California [Mr. PANETTA] and the 
Democratic proposal. This is a vote 
that you can hold up to your constitu
ents and tell them that you indeed 
were for spending restraint. That is the 
very least that you can do. 

D 1400 
I have been home, like many of us, 

over the last 3 weeks, and there is a 
brewing tax revolt out there. The 
American people are tired of paying 
taxes and they are tired of their Gov
ernment spending too much money. At 
least show your constituents that when 
you are given ~he opportunity for 
spending restraints, you choose spend
ing restraint and vote for the Kasich 
proposal. 

Mr. KASICH. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
11/2 minutes to the gentleman from 
Connecticut [Mr. SHAYS], a member of 
the Committee on the Budget. 

Mr. SHAYS. I thank the gentleman 
for yielding. 

Mr. Chairman, the 5-year budget plan 
is working and, in my judgment, work
ing very well. For the first time, we are 
having a real debate about priorities. 
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The President has submitted a budg

et which is within the spending limits 
and, frankly, so has the majority party 
of Congress when it slightly amended 
the President's budget. 

As someone who voted for last year's 
5-year spending plan, I never viewed 
the spending caps as the minimum, but 
as the maximum that could be and 
should be spent. 

The Kasich amendment brings spend
ing in below the spending caps and it 
does it responsibly. I strongly urge my 
colleagues to support the Kasich 
amendment. 

Mr. PANETTA. Mr. Chairman, the 
gentleman from Ohio [Mr. KASICH] I 
understand is at the baseline here in 
terms of his time, and I, therefore, 
yield the gentleman 1 additional 
minute. 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore (Mr. 
MAZZOLI). The gentleman from Califor
nia [Mr. PANETTA] yields 1 minute to 
the gentleman from Ohio [Mr. KASICH]. 

The gentleman from Ohio [Mr. KA
SICH] has 2lh minutes remaining. 

Mr. KASICH. I thank the gentleman 
for yielding me this additional time. 

Mr. Chairman, I really want to take 
this time to praise LEON and BILL 
GRADISON for their hard work. I have 
worked with LEON now for 3 years. I 
mean what a gentleman and nice guy 
who is, without question, committed to 
where this country is going. 

I was hoping that last night that the 
ghost of future debts, wrapped with 
chains, would visit LEON in his sleep 
and today he would stand in support of 
my amendment. But here is the situa
tion: I think we all have to be con
cerned about it. This is where I come 
from on my proposal. 

You increase the Federal debt by $1.3 
trillion over the next 5 years. My pro
posal is not the greatest thing since 
sliced bread, but it is $85 billion less 
than at least the administration pro
posal, more than that in terms of the 
Democratic proposal. All we do is a 
simple thing of holding the growth of 
budget authority to the rate of infla
tion. It is not radical surgery, we are 
not reducing spending. We are above, 
like they say, we are at least at the 
rate of inflation, and I think it is a 
very reasonable proposal, one that I be
lieve the Democrats can vote for and 
still consistently-maybe you have to 
vote ·for LEON's proposal, then you go 
ahead and do that. But what you are 
saying is Congress needs to have a new 
direction, we have to have some re
straints, and we are willing to do it in 
a reasonable manner. That is what this 
proposal represents. 

To my Republican colleagues who 
feel as though they want to support the 
President, you can support the Presi
dent as a substitute for what LEON is 
doing. Supporting my proposal basi
cally says you want to slow the growth 
of Federal spending to the tune of $85 

billion less than what the President 
spends over 5 years. 

The Chamber of Commerce has 
strongly endorsed this proposal, as 
have a lot of the taxpayer-concerned 
groups that are in the Washington, DC, 
area. 

If we had a national plebiscite on this 
vote, I promise you the American peo
ple would say, ''Adopt this budget pro
posal," because it is very reasonable in 
its approach. 

We are not talking about last year's 
cuts or anything like that, but we are 
talking about basically restraining the 
growth. 

Frankly, if my proposal is adopted, it 
would only be the beginning for what 
should be our task, which is to rein in 
this incredible growth in Federal 
spending that we have seen in this 
country. 

I appreciate the Chairman's leniency 
in terms of the stopwatch today, and 
again I thank the chairman of the com
mittee. 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. The 
Chair would once again remind Mem
bers that the rules do ask us to refer to 
Members as "the gentleman from" or 
"the gentlewoman from." 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from California [Mr. PANETTA]. 

Mr. PANETTA. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
myself 3 minutes in order to close de
bate. 

Mr. Chairman, there is really no 
other member of the Budget Commit
tee who has worked as hard as the gen
tleman from Ohio [Mr. KASICH] in try- . 
ing to develop the substitutes that he 
has presented, not only in the past but 
today as well. He has sincerely com
mitted himself to the same goal that I 
think we all share, which is to try to 
achieve the fairest and most equitable 
approach to reducing the horrendous 
debts that face us not only now but in 
the future as well. _. 

There has always been a certain at
traction to his approaches because 
there is a certain equity, when he talks 
about a freeze, that I think has always 
attracted Members. One of the prob
lems that I have with this particular 
approach that he has presented today 
is that it really is not a freeze. It tar
gets certain areas for deeper cuts than 
others. 

So it does not present the equity that 
we sometimes have seen in past propos
als that try to freeze spending across 
the board. That is not the case here. 

At first glance, the main problems 
are, again he targets Medicare with a 
$25 billion cut in Medicare. While I 
think the gentleman is legitimately in
terested in means testing, of that $25 
billion, which is the President's num
ber, only $1.2 billion comes from means 
testing. The bulk of the $25 billion is 
going right at the hospitals, right at 
the providers. 

As everyone knows, we have lost al
most 600 hospitals in this country be-

cause of the reductions in that area, 
and there is another thousand that are 
likely to be shut down if we impose 
these additional cuts on the hospitals. 

Second, on discretionary spending, 
again it is the same basic target of 
most of the proposals from the other 
side of the aisle. This one cuts almost 
$20 billion below the cap with regard to 
discretionary. The fundamental con
cern I have is, I guess, again the fair
ness issue because every substitute has 
to be measured, still, on the basis of 
fairness. 

Mr. Chairman, I was visited by a 
ghost last night, and it is the ghost of 
what I have seen happen during the 
1980's, where the main burden has fall
en on the elderly, on working families, 
on children, and on the middle class. 
And when you look at this proposal, 
again who is targeted? The $25 billion 
in Medicare cuts impacts on the elder
ly, $20 billion in cuts on discretionary 
that again impacts on education, on 
health care, on nutrition, on veterans, 
and many others who are vulnerable 
Americans. 

This proposal would tax State and 
local employees on Medicare. That is 
OK to tax State and local employees 
with regard to Medicare. The $1 billion 
in user fees, · it is OK to provide Sl bil
lion in user fees that largely impact on 
the middle class. That is no problem. 
But then at the same time, he provides 
a 30-percent cut in the capital gains 
tax, from which the benefits go to the 
wealthiest in our society, and also add 
to the deficit, I might add, anywhere 
from $11 billion to $12 billion. 

So it is fundamentally on this issue 
that I would ask the Members to reject 
the substitute. 

Mr. Chairman, I yield back the bal
ance of my time. 

Mr. WELDON. Mr. Chairman, I rise today in 
support of the Kasich substitute budget. I 
would like to commend my colleague for his 
tireless efforts to identify means to reduce the 
deficit without cutting critical Federal pro
grams. 

The Kasich substitute will reduce the deficit 
by $172 billion more than the Democratic al
ternative. It reduces bloated farm subsidies, 
holds down overall domestic discretionary 
spending below the rate of inflation, and 
makes significant reductions in our foreign aid 
budget. These are important steps and I will 
vote for this substitute. 

There is, however, one element of this 
package to which I strongly object. Included in 
this budget are excessive cuts in the Medicare 
Program. Most objectionable to me are pro
posals that some portions of Medicare be 
means-tested. The notion of means testing, 
which is included in the President's budget, is 
not without some merit. Those who are better 
off should be less reliant on the Government 
for Medicare. I am afraid, however, that this 
proposal sets a dangerous precedent. 

Since Congress implemented the prospec
tive payment system for in-patient hospital 
services in 1983, reimbursement rates have 
failed to keep pace with rising costs. I am 
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afraid that the same will be true of Medicare 
beneficiaries. Today, we speak of means-test
ing for the wealthy elderly. Next year, will we 
include the middle class? Will 1993 see the 
end of subsidies for lower income senior citi
zens? 

Congress has fallen down that slippery 
slope too often. I do not want to see that hap
pen to our senior citizens. For that rea~>n. I 
will have very serious reservations about any 
legislative proposals which implement such a 
means-testing scheme. 

Mr. Chairman, I am pleased to support the 
Kasich budget, because it is the best package 
to be considered today. I hope, however, that 
the fiscal year 1992 budget debate will high
light the dangers of initiating a means-test for 
Medicare. Because I am unwilling to drive our 
seniors down that slope. 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. All 
time has expired. 

The question is on the amendment in 
the nature of a substitute offered by 
the gentleman from Ohio [Mr. KA.SICH]. 

The question was taken; and the 
Chairman pro tempore announced that 
the noes appeared to have it. 

RECORDED VOTE 

Mr. KASICH. Mr. Chairman, I de
mand a recorded vote. 

A recorded vote was ordered. 
The vote was taken by electronic de

vice, and there were-ayes 114, noes 303, 
not voting 14, as follows: 

Allard 
Archer 
Anney 
Baker 
Ballenger 
Baterna.n 
Bennett 
Bereuter 
BUley 
Boehner 
Broomfield 
Bunning 
Burton 
C&llaha.n 
Camp 
Coble 
Condit 
Cooper 
Cra.ne 
Cunningham 
D&nnemeyer 
DeLa.y 
Dickinson 
Dreier 
Duncan 
Edwards (OK) 
F&well 
Fields 
Franks(CT) 
G&llegly 
Gallo 
Gek&S 
Gilchrest 
Gillmor 
Gingrich 
Goss 
Gra.ndy 
Gunderson 

Abercrombie 
Ackerrna.n 
Alexa.nder 
Anderson 
Andrews (ME) 
Andrews (NJ) 
Andrews (TX) 
Annunzio 

[Roll No. 69] 

AYE~l14 

H&mmerschmidt 
H&ncock 
Hansen 
H&Stert 
Herger 
Hobson 
Holloway 
Houghton 
Hunter 
Inhofe 
Irel&nd 
James 
K&Sich 
Klug 
Kolbe 
Kyl 
Lagomarsino 
Lent 
Lewis (CA) 
Lewis (FL) 
Lightfoot 
Livingston 
Lowery (CA) 
M&rtin 
McCandless 
McCollum 
McEwen 
McMillan (NC) 
Michel 
Miller (OH) 
Miller (WA) 
Moody 
Moorhe&d 
Myers 
Nichols 
Oxley 
Packard 
Parker 

NOE~303 

Anthony 
Applegate 
Atkins 
AuCoin 
Bacchus 
Ba.rna.rd 
Barrett 
B&rton 

Penny 
Petri 
Porter 
Pursell 
Quillen 
R&mst&d 
Ra.venel 
Rhodes 
Ridge 
Riggs 
Ritter 
Rohr&b&cher 
Santo rum 
Sch&efer 
Schulze 
Sensenbrenner 
Sh&w 
Sh&ys 
Shuster 
Sl&ttery 
Solomon 
Spence 
Stwnp 
Sundquist 
Taylor (MS) 
Taylor(NC) 
Thorn&& (CA) 
Thom&S (WY) 
Upton 
Valentine 
Vander J&gt 
W&lker 
Walsh 
Weber 
Weldon 
Wylie 
Zeliff 
Zimmer 

Beilenson 
Bentley 
Berrna.n 
Bevill 
Bilbra.y 
Bilira.kis 
Boehlert 
Bonior 

Borski 
Boucher 
Boxer 
Brewster 
Brooks 
Browder 
Brown 
Bruce 
Bust&m&nte 
Byron 
Campbell (CA) 
Campbell (CO) 
Cardin 
Carper 
Carr 
Ch&ndler 
Ch&pman 
Cl&y 
Clement 
Clinger 
Coleman (MO) 
Coleman (TX) 
Collins (IL) 
Collins (Ml) 
Combest 
Conyers 
Costello 
Coughlin 
Cox(CA) 
Cox (IL) 
Coyne 
Cra.mer 
Darden 
D&vis 
de 1& Ga.rza. 
DeFazio 
DeL&uro 
Dellwns 
Derrick 
Dicks 
Dingell 
Dixon 
Donnelly 
Dooley 
Doolittle 
Dorgan (ND) 
Downey 
Durbin 
Dwyer 
E&rly 
Eck&rt 
Edwards (CA) 
Edw&rds (TX.) 
Emerson 
Engel 
English 
Erdreich 
Espy 
Evans 
F&acell 
F&Zio 
Feigh&n 
Fish 
Flake 
Fogliett& 
Ford (Ml) 
Ford (TN) 
Frank (MA) 
Frost 
Gaydos 
Gejdenson 
Geph&rdt 
Geren 
Gibbons 
Gilm&n 
Glickrna.n 
Gonza.lez 
Goodling 
Gordon 
Gra.dison 
Green 
Gu&rini 
H&ll (OH) 
H&ll (TX.) 
Hamilton 
H&rris 
H&tcher 
H&yes (IL) 
H&yes (LA) 
Hefley 
Hefner 
Henry 
Hertel 

Hoagland 
Hochbrueckner 
Hopkins 
Hom 
Horton 
Hoyer 
Hubbard 
Huckaby 
Hutto 
Hyde 
Jacobs 
Jefferson 
Jenkins 
Johnson (CT) 
Johnson (SD) 
Johnston 
Jones(GA) 
Jones (NC) 
Jontz 
K&njorski 
K&ptur 
Kennedy 
Kennelly 
Kildee 
Kleczk& 
Kolter 
Kopetski 
L&F&lce 
Lancaster 
Lantos 
L&Rocco 
Laughlin 
Le&ch 
Lehm&n(CA) 
Levin (Ml) 
Lewis (GA) 
Lipinski 
Lloyd 
Long 
Lowey (NY) 
Luken 
M&chtley 
Manton 
Markey 
M&rtinez 
Matsui 
M&vroules 
Mazzoli 
McCloskey 
McCrary 
McCurdy 
McD&de 
McDermott 
McGra.th 
McHugh 
McMillen (MD) 
McNulty 
Meyers 
Mfume 
Miller (CA) 
Minet& 
Mink 
Mo&kley 
Molin&ri 
Molloh&n 
Montgomery 
Mora.n 
Morell& 
Morrison 
Mrazek 
Murphy 
Murth& 
Nagle 
N&tcher 
Ne&l (MA) 
Ne&l (NC) 
Nowak 
Nussle 
O&kar 
Oberst&r 
Obey 
Olin 
Ortiz 
Orton 
Owens (NY) 
Owens(UT) 
P&llone 
P&nett& 
Patterson 
Paxon 
P&yne (NJ) 
Payne (VA) 
Pe&ae 

Pelosi 
Perkins 
Peterson (FL) 
Peterson (MN) 
Pickett 
Pickle 
Posh&rd 
Price 
Ra.h&ll 
Ra.ngel 
Ra.y 
Reed 
Regul& 
Richardson 
Rinaldo 
Roberts 
Roe 
Roemer 
Rogers 
Ros-Lehtinen 
Rose 
Rostenkowski 
Roth 
Rowland 
Royb&l 
Russo 
S&bo 
S&nders 
Sangmeister 
S&rpe.lius 
Savage 
S&wyer 
Saxton 
Scheuer 
Schiff 
Schroeder 
Schwner 
Serrano 
Sh&rp 
Sikorski 
Sisisky 
Skaggs 
Skeen 
Skelton 
Sl&ughter (NY) 
Slaughter (VA) 
Smith(FL) 
Smith (lA) 
Smith(NJ) 
Smith(OR) 
Smith(TX) 
Snowe 
Solarz 
Spratt 
Staggers 
Stallings 
St&rk 
Ste&rns 
Stenholm 
Stokes 
Studds 
Swett 
Swift 
Synar 
Tallon 
Tanner 
Tauzin 
Thom&a(GA) 
Thornton 
Torres 
Torricelli 
Tr&fie&nt 
Traxler 
Unsoeld 
Vento 
Visclosky 
Volkmer 
Vue&novich 
W&ahington 
Waters 
Waxm&n 
Weiss 
Whe&t 
Whitten 
Williams 
Wilson 
Wise 
Wolf 
Wolpe 
Wyden 
Y&tron 
Young (AK) 
Young (FL) 

NOT VOTING-14 
A spin 
Bryant 
Doman (CA) 
Dym&lly 
Gra.y 

Hughes 
Kostm&yer 
Lehm&n (FL) 
Levine (CA) 
Marlenee 

0 1433 

Roukem& 
Towns 
Ud&ll 
Yates 

The Clerk announced the following 
pair: 

On this vote: 
Mr. Dornan of California for, with Mrs. 

Roukema against. 

Mr. PICKLE changed his vote from 
"aye" to "no." 

Mr. BROOMFIELD changed his vote 
from "no" to "aye." 

So the amendment in the nature of a 
substitute was rejected. 

The result of the vote was announced 
as above recorded. 

PERSONAL EXPLANATION 

Mr. KOSTMAYER. Mr. Speaker, I 
was unavoidably detained in my con
gressional district earlier today. Had I 
been present, I would have voted "no" 
on rollcall No. 68, the Dannemeyer sub
stitute, and "no" on rollcall No. 69, the 
Kasich substitute. 

AMENDMENT IN THE NATURE OF A SUBSTITUTE 
OFFERED BY MR. GRADISON 

Mr. GRADISON. Mr. Chairman, I 
offer an amendment in the nature of a 
substitute. 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore (Mr. 
MAZZOLI). The Clerk will designate the 
amendment in the nature of a sub
stitute. 

The text of the amendment in the na
ture of a substitute is as follows: 

Amendment in the nature of a substitute 
offered by Mr. GRADISON: 

Strike all after the resolving clause and in
sert in lieu thereof the following: 

That the budget for fiscal year 1992 is estab
lished, and the appropriate budgetary levels 
for fiscal years 1993, 1994, 1995, and 1996 are 
hereby set forth. 

RECOMMENDED LEVELS AND AMOUNTS 

SEC. 2. (a) The following budgetary levels 
are appropriate for the fiscal years beginning 
on October 1, 1991, October 1, 1992, October 1, 
1993, October 1, 1994, and October 1, 1995: 

(1) The recommended levels of Federal rev-
enues are as follows: 

Fiscal year 1992: $849,800,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1993: $914,000,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1994: $999,800,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1995: $1,077,500,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1996: $1,143,500,000,000. 

and the amounts by which the aggregate lev
els of Federal revenues should be changed 
are as follows: 

Fiscal year 1992: $2,700,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1993: $600,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1994: $700,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1995: $900,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1996: $4,300,000,000. 

and the amounts for Federal Insurance Con
tributions Act revenues for hospital insur
ance within the recommended levels of Fed
eral revenues are as follows: • 

Fiscal year 1992: $82,708,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1993: $90,123,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1994: $96,814,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1995: $103,105,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1996: $110,190,000,000. 
(2) The appropriate levels of total new 

budget authority are as follows: 
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Fiscal year 1992: $1,248,900,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1993: $1,192,900,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1994: $1,238,700,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1995: $1,286,400,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1996: $1,340,500,000,000. 
(3) The appropriate levels of total budget 

outlays are as follows: 
Fiscal year 1992: $1,192,600,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1993: $1,189,400,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1994: $1,152,400,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1995: $1,186,300,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1996: $1,249,100,000,000. 
(4) The amounts of the deficits are as fol-

lows: 
Fiscal year 1992: $342,800,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1993: $275,400,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1994: $152,600,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1995: $108,800,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1996: $105,600,000,000. 
(5) The appropriate levels of the public 

debt are as follows: 
Fiscal year 1992: $3,986,400,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1993: $4,327,900,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1994: $4,548,500,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1995: $4,736,400,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1996: $4,912,800,000,000. 
(6) The appropriate levels of total Federal 

credit activity for the fiscal years beginning 
on October 1, 1991, October 1, 1992, October 1, 
1993, October 1, 1994, and October 1, 1995, are 
as follows: 

Fiscal year 1992: 
(A) New direct loan obligations, 

$14,700,000,000. 
(B) New primary loan guarantee commit

ments, $190,200,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1993: 
(A) New direct loan obligations, 

$15,000,000,000. 
(B) New primary loan guarantee commit

ments, $193,500,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1994: 
(A) New direct loan obligations, 

$13,600,000,000. 
(B) New primary loan guarantee commit

ments, $196,700,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1995: 
(A) New direct loan obligations, 

$13,400,000,000. 
(B) New primary loan guarantee commit

ments, $200,000,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1996: 
(A) New direct loan obligations, 

$13,700,000,000. 
(B) New primary loan guarantee commit

ments, $202,500,000,000. 
(b) The Congress hereby determines and de

clares the appropriate levels of budget au
thority and budget outlays, and the appro
priate levels of new direct loan obligations 
and new primary loan guarantee commit
ments for fiscal years 1992 through 1996 for 
each major functional category are: 

(1) National Defense (050): 
Fiscal year 1992: 
(A) New budget authority, $290,800,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $295,200,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, SO. 
Fiscal year 1993: 
(A) New budget authority, $290,900,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $291,900,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, SO. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, SO. 
Fiscal year 1994: 
(A) New budget authority, $291,900,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $286,700,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, SO. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit

ments, SO. 
Fiscal year 1995: 
(A) New budget authority, $295,100,000,000. 

(B) Outlays, $288,600,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, SO. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, so. 
Fiscal year 1996: 
(A) New budget authority, $297,800,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $293,200,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, SO. 
(2) International Affairs (150): 
Fiscal year 1992: 
(A) New budget authority, $23,500,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $17,800,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, 

$1,700,000,000. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $9,300,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1993: 
(A) New budget authority, $21,800,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $18,300,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, 

$1,600,000,000. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $9,300,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1994: 
(A) New budget authority, $20,600,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $18,500,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, 

$1,400,000,000. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $9,300,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1995: 
(A) New budget authority, $20,800,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $18,500,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, 

$1,500,000,000. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $9,400,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1996: 
(A) New budget authority, $21,200,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $18,600,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, 

S1,500,000,000. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit

ments, $9,400,000,000. 
(3) General Science, Space, and Technology 

(250): 
Fiscal year 1992: 
(A) New budget authority, S18,900,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, S17,400,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, SO. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, SO. 
Fiscal year 1993: 
(A) New budget authority, S20,700,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $19,100,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, SO. 
Fiscal year 1994: 
(A) New budget authority, S22,200,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, S20,900,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, SO. 
Fiscal year 1995: 
(A) New budget authority, S23,700,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, S22,400,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, SO. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, SO. 
Fiscal year 1996: 
(A) New budget authority, S25,100,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, S23,900,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, SO. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, SO. 
(4) Energy (270): 
Fiscal year 1992: 
(A) New budget authority, $4,100,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $3,700,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, 

S1,200,000,000. 

(D) ~New primary loan guarantee commit-
ments, $1,100,000,000. 

Fiscal year 1993: 
(A) New budget authority, $5,100,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $4,800,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, 

$1,700,000,000. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, S1,200,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1994: 
(A) New budget authority, $5,500,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $5,000,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, 

$700,000,000. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $1,200,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1995: 
(A) New budget authority, $4,800,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $3,900,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, 

$600,000,000. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $1,200,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1996: 
(A) New budget authority, $4,900,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $3,400,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, 

$800,000,000. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit

ments, $1,300,000,000. 
(5) Natural Resources and Environment 

(300): 
Fiscal year 1992: 
(A) New budget authority, $19,700,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $19,500,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, SO. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, SO. · 
Fiscal year 1993: 
(A) New budget authority, $19,400,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $20,000,000,000. 
(C) N'ew direct loan obligations, SO. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, SO. 
Fiscal year 1994: 
(A) New budget authority, S18,900,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $20,100,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, SO. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, SO. 
Fiscal year 1995: 
(A) New budget authority, $18,000,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $19,600,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, SO. 
Fiscal year 1996: 
(A) New budget authority, $17,900,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $18,900,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, SO. · 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, SO. 
(6) Agriculture (350): 
Fiscal year 1992: 
(A) New budget authority, S20,200,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $15,300,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, 

$8,300,000,000. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-· 

ments, $8,500,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1993: 
(A) New budget authority, $17,700,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $14,200,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, 

$8,300,000,000. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $8,500,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1994: 
(A) New budget authority, $16,400,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $13,500,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, 

$8,200,000,000. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit

ments, $8,500,000,000. 
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Fiscal year 1995: 
(A) New budget authority, $16,900,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $12,100,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, 

$8,200,000,000. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $8,400,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1996: 
(A) New budget authority, $14,000,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $12,700,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, 

$8,400,000,000. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $8,700,000,000. 
(7) Commerce and Housing Credit (370): 
Fiscal year 1992: 
(A) New budget authority, $104,000,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $93,900,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, 

$1,400,000,000. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $142,500,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1993: 
(A) New budget authority, $9,900,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $49,400,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, 

$1,400,000,000. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $147,300,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1994: 
(A) New budget authority, $12,000,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $33,500,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, 

$1,400,000,000. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $150,300,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1995: 
(A) New budget authority, $13,000,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, -$38,100,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, 

$1,300,000,000. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $152,900,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1996: 
(A) New budget authority, $13,000,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, -$26,100,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, 

$1,300,000,000. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $155,200,000,000. 
(8) Transportation (400): 
Fiscal year 1992: 
(A) New budget authority, $34,300,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $32,700,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1993: 
(A) New budget authority, $35,100,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $34,700,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1994: 
(A) New budget authority, $35,700,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $35,400,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1995: 
(A) New budget authority, $36,900,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $35,500,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1996: 
(A) New budget authority, $39,000,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $37,100,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit

ments, $0. 
(9) Community and Regional Development 

(450): 
Fiscal year 1992: 

(A) New budget authority, $5,500,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $6,500,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, 

$900,000,000. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $500,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1993: 
(A) New budget authority, $5,500,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $5,800,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, 

$1,000,000,000. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $500,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1994: 
(A) New budget authority, $5,800,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $5,600,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, 

$1,000,000,000. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $400,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1995: 
(A) New budget authority, $5,800,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $5,500,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, 

S1,000,000,000. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $450,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1996: 
(A) New budget authority, $5,900,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $5,400,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, 

$1,000,000,000. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit

ments, $400,000,000. 
(10) Education, Training, Employment, and 

Social Services (500): 
Fiscal year 1992: 
(A) New budget authority, $47,000,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $45,500,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, S13,300,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1993: 
(A) New budget authority, $46,200,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $46,000,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, SO. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, S14,000,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1994: 
(A) New budget authority, $45,500,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $45,100,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, S14,900,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1995: 
(A) New budget authority, $45,300,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $45,000,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, SO. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, S15,600,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1996: 
(A) New budget authority, $45,700,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $41,000,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $16,300,000,000. 
(11) Health (550): 
Fiscal year 1992: 
(A) New budget authority, $81,300,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $81,300,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $200,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1993: 
(A) New budget authority, $91,800,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $91,300,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, S100,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1994: 
(A) New budget authority, S102,600,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $102,000,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, SO. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit

ments, S100,000,000. 

Fiscal year 1995: 
(A) New budget authority, $113,600,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, Sl12,900,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1996: 
(A) New budget authority, $126,000,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $125,200,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
(12) Medicare (570): 
Fiscal year 1992: 
(A) New budget authority, $113,800,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $113,700,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1993: 
(A) New budget authority, $124,500,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $124,600,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1994: 
(A) New budget authority, S138,500,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $138,500,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, so: 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1995: 
(A) New budget authority, $154,600,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $154,600,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1996: 
(A) New budget authority, S174,600,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, S174,600,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
(13) Income Security (600): 
Fiscal year 1992: 
(A) New budget authority, $222,700,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $184,800,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1993: 
(A) New budget authority, $232,400,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $194,100,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1994: 
(A) New budget authority, $238,200,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $204,800,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1995: 
(A) New budget authority, S249,100,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $215,200,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations,.$0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1996: 
(A) New budget authority, $258,800,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $223,800,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
(14) Social Security (650): 
Fiscal year 1992: 
(A) New budget authority, $5,800,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $8,400,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1993: 
(A) New budget authority, $6,300,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $8,900,000,000. 
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(C) New direct loan obligations, SO. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1994: 
(A) New budget authority, $6,700,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $9,400,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1995: 
(A) New budget authority, $7,200,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $9,900,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, SO. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1996: 
(A) New budget authority, $7,700,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $10,300,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, SO. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
(15) Veterans Benefits and Services (700): 
Fiscal year 1992: 
(A) New budget authority, $34,000,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $33,600,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, 

$1,200,000,000. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $14,800,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1993: 
(A) New budget authority, $34,000,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $33,900,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, 

S1 ,000,000,000. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $12,600,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1994: 
(A) New budget authority, $35,200,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $36,600,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, 

$900,000,000. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $12,100,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1995: 
(A) New budget authority, $36,200,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $36,100,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, 

$800,000,000. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $12,000,000,000. 
Fiscal year 1996: 
(A) New budget authority, $31,300,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $35,700,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, 

$700,000,000. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $11,700,000,000. 
(16) Administration of Justice (750): 
Fiscal year 1992: 
(A) New budget authority, S14,800,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, S14,500,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1993: 
(A) New budget authority, $15,500,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $15,200,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, so. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, SO. · 
Fiscal year 1994: 
(A) New budget authority, $15,700,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $15,400,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, SO. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1995: 
(A) New budget authority, $16,400,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $15,800,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, so. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1996: 
(A) New budget authority, $17,300,000,000. 

(B) Outlays, $17,700,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
(17) General Government (800): 
Fiscal year 1992: 
(A) New budget authority, $12,500,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, S13,000,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1993: 
(A) New budget authority, $12,800,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $13,900,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, SO. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1994: 
(A) New budget authority, $13,000,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $14,000,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1995: 
(A) New budget authority, $13,400,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $13,200,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1996: 
(A) New budget authority, $14,000,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, Sl4,000,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
(18) Net Interest (900): 
Fiscal year 1992: 
(A) New budget authority, $230,100,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $230,100,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, so. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1993: 
(A) New budget authority, $240,100,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $240,100,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1994: 
(A) New budget authority, $248,200,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $248,200,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1995: 
(A) New budget authority, $252,100,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $252,100,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1996: 
(A) New budget authority, $255,600,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $255,600,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, SO. 
(19) Allowances (920): 
Fiscal year 1992: 
(A) New budget authority, $100,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $200,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, SO. 
Fiscal year 1993: 
(A) New budget authority, $100,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $100,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, SO. 
Fiscal year 1994: 
(A) New budget authority, $100,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $200,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit

ments, so. 

Fiscal year 1995: 
(A) New budget authority, $100,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $100,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1996: 
(A) New budget authority, $1,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $1,000,000. 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, so. 
(20) Undistributed Offsetting Receipts (950): 
Fiscal year 1992: 
(A) New budget authority, ($34,500,000,000). 
(B) Outlays, ($34,500,000,000). 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1993: 
(A) New budget authority, ($36,900,000,000). 
(B) Outlays, ($36,900,000,000). 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, so. 
Fiscal year 1994: 
(A) New budget authority, ($34,000,000,000). 
(B) Outlays, ($34,000,000,000). 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, so. 
Fiscal year 1995: 
(A) New budget authority, ($36,600,000,000). 
(B) Outlays, ($36,600,000,000). 
(C) New direct loan obligations, $0. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit-

ments, $0. 
Fiscal year 1996: 
(A) New budget authority, ($36,000,000,000). 
(B) Outlays, ($36,000,000,000). 
(C) New direct loan obligations, SO. 
(D) New primary loan guarantee commit

ments, so. 
The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. Under 

the rule, the gentleman from Ohio [Mr. 
GRADISON] will be recognized for 1 hour 
and a Member opposed to the amend
ment will be recognized for 1 hour. 

Mr. PANETTA. Mr. Chairman, this 
gentleman is opposed to the amend
ment. 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. The 
gentleman from California [Mr. PA
NETTA] will be recognized for 1 hour. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from Ohio [Mr. GRADISON]. 

Mr. GRADISON. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield myself such time as I may 
consume. 

Mr. Chairman, I am pleased to offer a 
substitute amendment to House Con
current Resolution 121-which, as you 
all know, is the President's budget. 

Presidential budgets during the 
Reagan administration received pain
fully little support, even among Repub
licans. There were three House votes 
on Reagan budgets in the 1980's. His fis
cal year 1985 budget received 1 vote. 
His fiscal year 1987 budget garnered 12 
votes. The following year he attracted 
27 votes. None of these votes included 
even a single Democrat. Both parties 
instinctively recognized that it was the 
"loyal opposition's" proper role to set 
forth an alternative in response to the 
agenda of the Republican President. 

Similarly, today, it is fitting that 
the President's budget be placed before 
the legislative branch. But this year, 
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President Bush's budget appears des
tined for a different-and better-re
ception than Presidents' budgets in the 
last decade. As I have noted on several 
occasions, this budget was not "dead 
on arrival." Even the Washington Post, 
hardly a bastion of support for Repub
Ucan administrations, called it "the 
first mainly honest Presidential budget 
that the country has had in 10 years," 
and applauded its "return to basic 
credibility." 1 

For further evidence of the strength 
of the President's budget, simply look 
at what the loyal opposition has to 
offer. The Democrats propose the same 
defense spending as the President, the 
same international spending, and vir
tually the same total domestic discre
tionary spending. The real difference in 
discretionary domestic spending be
tween the two plans nets out to a little 
less than $3 billion, or two-tenths of 1 
percent of the total $1.45 trillion budg
et. 

Democrats' ''Reordered Priorities'' 
[Domestic discretionary account, in billions of 

dollars] 

for discussion of economic goals and 
policy. Given all the attention on the 
other side of the aisle devoted to anti
recession, anti-unemployment policy 
options, it is hard to fathom why they 
ignored what should have been an im
portant discussion. 

The President has not ignored these 
issues. He encourages savings through 
family savings accounts. He promotes 
investment through extending tax pro
visions such as the research and experi
mentation credit. He seeks the capital 
gains tax preference to stimulate busi
ness investment. The Democrats offer 
no savings incentives, no growth incen
tives, and no tax extenders-in fact, 
the Ways and Means chairman ex
pressly rejected these just the other 
day. 

INVESTING IN THE FUTURE 
The President expands our commit

ment to science and research-areas 
with a proven track record of return on 
Government investment. If we truly in
tend to remain competitive, if we want 
to seek and develop new technologies 
and remain a leader in the world, these 
investments are necessary. 

To the Democrats, science is little 
more than this year's cash cow. They 

2.8 would cut $1.26 billion from the Presi
Change percentage: 1.3 percent of Domestic Discre- dent's science request, representing 30 

tionary. 0.2 percent of Total Budget. percent of all the domestic discre-

Added to President ............................ $8.25 
Cut from President ............................ 5.45 

Net changes ...................................... . 

The differences are slight because the tionary reductions they use to pay for 
President's budget was a credible and other things. They used to do this with 
balanced plan to begin with. It is a doc- the defense budget, but that's no 
ument intended to guide the activity longer available to them. 
and policies of a major world power The Democrats say this reduction is 
during the upcoming year, not a politi- intended to slow down the space sta
cal pamphlet intended for the soap box tion, because of a few problems that 
of a party trying to figure out what it have arisen. In fact, their proposal will 
stands for. It is offered by the people ground the space station. It also will 
whose job it is to administer the Na- force us to cancel several shuttle 
tion's policies. It is, in short, a plan de- flights, and will relegate us to second
signed for governing. or third-class status in the space explo-

The Bush budget is a balanced plan: ration community-we, who are sup
It recognizes that under the budget posed to be the world leaders in explor
agreement, we have finite resources ing new frontiers. 
COntrolled by a tight discipline. But FISCAL RESPONSmiLITY 
within that framework, the President The President's plan shows a budget 
makes responsible choices and trade-· surplus by 1996; the Democrats still 
offs. The result is a package with have a $65 billion deficit in that year. 
which the administration can truly Savings in the President's budget ex
govern through fiscal year 1992. I have ceed those required by last year's budg
no hesitation in offering this amend- et agreement; the Democrats barely 
ment and the administration's fiscal meet the maximum deficit amount for 
plan for next year. 1992, and are curiously vague about 

Now, considering the many what happens after that. The President 
similarities between the two proposals specifies where his savings would be; 
remaining before us, why do I urge my the Democrats resort to vague !-per
colleagues to support the President's cent reductions, $919 million in unspec
budget and reject the Democrats'? ified reductions-victims unknown
There are several reasons, which I and wind up spending almost $300 bil
would like to discuss with you. lion more than the President over 5 

ECONOMIC GROWTH 
The Democrats talk about strength

ening the economy, but they do noth
ing to pursue this goal. Yesterday, in 
fact, they completely ignored the part 
of the budget debate-the Humphrey
Hawkins debate-specifically set aside 

years. 
That $300 billion is half again as 

much as we are supposed to save in de
fense spending over the period. The 
Democrats show us that they don't 
save money, they just spend it E;!lse
where. 

PRESERVING MEDICARE 
l"Mr. Bush's Budget," the Washington Post edi- The fourth issue is preserving Medi-

tortal page, Feb. 5, 1991. care. This is a sensitive point to many 

Members, and it should be-Medicare is 
an important program for many senior 
citizens, sometimes the most impor
tant program. But we must also recog
nize that unless we continue to wrestle 
down the growth in Medicare costs, we 
might not be able to provide Medicare 
15 years from now. That's when the 
hospital insurance trust fund is cur
rently projected to become bankrupt if 
changes are not made.2 Medicare costs 
grew by more than 11 percent a year 
through the 1980's and in the next dec
ade Medicare is expected to surpass 
even Social Security as the largest do
mestic item in the budget. 

Medicare Spending 
[In billions of dollars] 

1980 ..................................................... $32 
1986 ..................................................... 75 
1991 ..................................................... 116 
Current law 1992 ................................. 129.7 
President's budget 1992 ...... .. ....... ....... 126.9 

The President suggests holding down 
Medicare costs by $25 billion over the 
next 5 years. This is an on-going effort, 
building on the progress made last 
year. Opponents may try to scare the 
elderly by saying this is an unfair cut 
in their benefits, but consider two 
things. First, annual Medicare spend
ing will grow by $60 billion by 1996 even 
after this $25 billion restraint. 

Second, the President's proposals are 
focused on cutting costs, not cutting 
benefits. Individual Members may dis
agree-as I d~wi th some of the spe
cific cost restraints the President sug
gests, but no one who cares about se
curing the future of Medicare can dis
agree with the fact that something 
must be done to bring cost increases 
under control. 

SOCIAL SECURITY/JOBLESS BENEFITS 

A fifth issue has to do with Social Se
curity and unemployment benefits. The 
Democrats cut $431 million from funds 
for administering unemployment com
pensation, based on a Congressional 
Budget Office [CBO] projection that 
the recession will be shorter and 
shallower than the Office of Manage
ment and Budget [OMB] predicts
based, in other words, on a rosy sce
nario. This is the party that has com
plained vigorously about the need for 
recession relief, and yet they cut funds 
to distribute that relief. They also cut 
$52 million from Social Security ad
ministrative expenses-again based 
principally on hope. 

These two items are especially inter
esting considering that in the last 2 
months, 52 Democratic Members have 
written to the President urging him to 
release $120 million in "emergency" 
Social Security administrative funds, 
which they now are cutting by $52 mil
lion. Furthermore, 81 Democrats have 
written to the President complaining 

2 See the Report on Medicare Projections by the 
Health Technical Panel to the 1991 Advisory Council 
on Social Security, March 1991. 
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about underfunding in the administra
tion of unemployment compensation. 
Now they're cutting that, too. 

FAIRNESS 

Finally, let's talk fairness. This is a 
subject on which our Democratic 
friends have expressed themselves 
early and often. But what have they 
really done about it? 

For one thing, they have started a 
little bidding war. The President's 
budget has been on the table since Feb
ruary. So in the name of fairness the 
House Democrats added $10 million 
here, $15 million there so they could be 
more fair than the President. Then 
here on the floor, education was bid up 
yet again. Wait until next week in the 
Senate-they will probably raise the 
bid yet again. 

Democrats seem to equate more 
spending more with more fairness. In 
contrast, the President equates fair
ness with targeting Government bene
fits to those most in need. He would re
duce entitlement subsidies to the 
wealthy-subsidies that are paid for by 
middle-income working people. The 
Democrats pay lip service to the idea 
but shy away from commitment. The 
President would extend the health in
surance tax deduction for self-em
ployed people. The Democrats, who 
keep telling us they are so concerned 
about the uninsured in this country, 
astonishingly reject this extension. 
Who's fair? 

Finally, the majority seems to sug
gest that curbing entitlement spending 
is unfair. They would have you think 
that entitlement spending goes mostly 
to the poor. This is not true. About 80 
percent of entitlements go to the non
poor. They would also have you think 
that the President's budget cuts enti
tlements for the poor. Again, that's 
simply not true. In constant 1992 dol
lars, entitlement spending for poor peo
ple was $13 billion in 1962, $56 billion in 
1972, $84 billion in 1982 and will be $141 
billion under the President's budget in 
1992. 

Clearly, the President's budget is not 
unfair in its entitlement spending for 
the poor. 

Most entitlement spending involves 
the Government taking tax dollars out 
of some middle-income pockets and re
turning it to others. The President of
fers several proposals to make this en
titlement transfer system more fair 
and to control runaway entitlement 
spending. As I mentioned earlier with 
regard to Medicare, he has thereby 
challenged the Congress at least to 
come up with a different alternative 
for entitlement savings--but the Demo
crats have simply backed down. 

The President squarely faces the 
problem of runaway entitlement spend
ing, proposing $34.5 billion in savings in 
this area. He has thereby challenged 
the Congress at least to come up with 
a different alternative. 

But the Democratic budget ·looks the 
other way. The Democrats seem to be
lieve the entitlement problem will take 
care of itself. 

These are the broad outlines of the 
differences between the two budgets. 
From them, I believe it is clear who is 

.investing in the future, trying to ex
pand the economy. trying to be respon
sible with taxpayers' money, and try
ing to promote fairness-and it is not 
the Democrats. 

A CLEAR CHOICE 

Let me conclude, Mr. Chairman, with 
a few remarks aimed principally at my 
Republican colleagues. 

The budgets we are debating here 
today are framed, by necessity, along 
the lines of last year's budget agree
ment. Some Members who voted 
against that agreement feel that sup
porting the President's budget now 
would be inconsistent. 

Let me say to those Members: I, too, 
voted against the budget agreement. 
But it is now law. We are committed to 
following its ·guidelines. 

Some of you supported the altar
native offered by my able colleague 
from California, Mr. DANNEMEYER. 
Some supported the proposal by the 
gentleman from my own State of Ohio, 
Mr. KASICH. If you preferred those al
ternatives fine. But we now must rec
ognize that neither was adopted. So we 
are left with the choice of the Presi
dent's budget or the Democrats'. 

For the reasons I have outlined, I 
think the choice for Republicans is 
very clear. 

0 1440 
Mr. PANETTA. Mr. Chairman, I yield 

myself 51h minutes. 
Mr. Chairman, we begin the debate 

on the President's budget. First of all, 
my thanks to the ranking member of 
the Budget Committee, the gentleman 
from Ohio [Mr. GRADISON] for offering 
this proposal so that the House could 
consider it. He offered it in committee 
and now he offers it on the floor of the 
House. The President is entitled to this 
vote. Each year he is the first to have 
to proceed with a budget proposal, and 
it lays out his priorities for the coun
try. 

The issue we decide today by our 
vote on the President's budget is 
whether or not it represents our prior
ities as well. It is clear that the budget 
agreement that was agreed to by the 
President and the Congress constrains 
the flexibility of both the President 
and the Congress as we try to deal with 
this budget. We are both forced to ad
here to the caps that have been estab
lished in defense and international aid 
and domestic discretionary. We are 
both forced to adhere to the pay-as
you-go requirements with regard to 
any entitlement expansions or tax re
ductions. And we are both, for the first 
time in a long time, required to be 
straight with the American people 

about the size of the deficits that we 
confront and the economic realities 
that this country confronts at the 
present time. 

The President's budget, and I said 
this yesterday and I repeat it now, the 
President's budget is indeed the most 
honest budget that has been submitted 
by a President in the last 10 years. He 
has discarded the games, the smoke 
and mirrors, and the deceptions that 
we saw in the budgets presented to us 
during the 1980's. 

But in that effort the President had 
the opportunity to set a new direction 
for this Nation, not only in terms of 
budget honesty, not only in terms of 
confronting the realities that we face 
on the deficit as well as the budget, but 
he also had the opportunity to change 
the priorities of the Nation as well. 

0 1450 
The great failure of the budget pre

sented by the President is that he 
failed to fully seize the opportunity to 
break with the past. Instead, the shad
ow of David Stockman still lurks over 
the President's budget. 

The cuts of the 1980's are still 
present, and those are cuts that we 
have seen time and time again andre
jected time and time again, not just on 
this side of the aisle but on both sides 
of the aisle, Republicans and Demo
crats alike. 

Listen to the past repeated in this 
budget. Education is less than baseline. 
For all of the discussion about edu
cation, it is less than baseline in the 
President's budget. Energy is cut by 
$242 million. Low-income weatheriza
tion is cut by $176 million. Rural hous
ing is cut by $189 million. Maternal and 
child health, nutrition, food assistance, 
job training, mass transit, we have 
seen them time and time again and re
jected them time and time again. 

Listen to the entitlement programs 
that are targeted in the President's 
budget. It is a page from the Gramm
Latta book of cuts. 

Medicare, $25.2 billion. No question, 
no question that we have to look at 
this issue. 

But is the issue to close more hos
pitals in this country? We have closed 
600. Do we close another 1,000? Is that 
the way we reduce costs in Medicare? 
No. 

We had understood in last year's 
agreement we were going to do $43 bil
lion in Medicare cuts, and that was in 
terms of the providers and hospitals, 
but don't hit them again and again and 
again. 

Veterans' cuts, $3.5 billion in pen
sions, and in other benefits that flow to 
veterans at a time when we are talking 
about expanding veterans' benefits for 
those returning from the Persian Gulf. 

Student loan cuts of $1.1 billion; fos
ter care cuts of $1.7 billion; trade 
agreement assistance, at a time when 
we are confronted with lost jobs in our 
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own society, wiped out, wiped out in 
the President's budget, $905 million 
cut; $1.9 billion cut from agricultural 
programs. Those are not the priority of 
this Nation in the 1990's. Maybe the 
1980's, but not the 1990's. 

Our priorities are working families 
where people are having a difficult 
time educating and feeding and pro
tecting their children. Our priorities 
are economic security, energy security, 
and fairness for all, fairness for all. 

We have gone through the 1980's 
where the haves got more and the 
have-nots got less. That time is over 
with. If we are going to share the bur
den, let everyone share it equally. That 
is the choice that faces the House 
today as we vote on these budgets. 

Some would say that that choice is 
rather insignificant. My view is that it 
is a choice between the failures of the 
past and the opportunities of the fu
ture. 

I would urge Members to vote for the 
future, reject the President's budget, 
and vote for the committee budget. 

Mr. Chairman, I reserve the balance 
of my time. 

Mr. GRADISON. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield 5 minutes to the distinguished 
gentleman from Texas [Mr. ARCHER], 
the ranking Republican member of the 
Committee on Ways and Means. 

Mr. ARCHER. Mr. Chairman, I be
lieve it is very important to reframe 
the debate for a few minutes to look at 
important domestic and economic pol
icy issues which the Democrat budget 
resolution does not address-but which 
the President's budget meets head on 
with sound initiatives. 

In particular, I would like to draw 
your attention to a number of impor
tant tax incentives contained in the 
President's budget-and paid for in his 
budget-which are totally absent from 
the Democrat plan. 

Do you care about low income hous
ing? The targeted jobs tax credit? Re
search and development? Health insur
ance for small businesses? Savings and 
capital investment? Energy? 

If you do, you had better think twice 
about voting for the Democrat budget. 
You won't find incentives there. None 
of them is accommodated in the Demo
crat budget resolution. 

We are talking about core incentives 
for economic growth and savings, 
international competitiveness and con
cern for human resources which should 
enjoy bipartisan support: a permanent 
research tax credit, family savings ac
counts, changes in individual retire
ment accounts to allow withdrawals 
for first-time home buyers, enterprise 
zones, the 25-percent health insurance 
deduction for small businesses, a cap
ital gains tax reduction, extension of 
the low-income housing tax credit, ex
tension of the targeted jobs tax credit, 
and energy tax incentives. 

The absence of these important do
mestic and economic policy concerns 
in the Democrat budget is a fatal flaw. 

One of the few facts upon which 
economists can agree is that research 
and experimentation has been the sin
gle most important factor for growth 
in advanced countries. 

The President's budget accords rec
ognition to its importance by perma
nently extending the current-law 20 
percent R&E credit and extending for 
an additional year the R&E foreign al
location rules. 

In contrast, the Democrat budget 
resolution would eliminate both the 
R&E credit and the allocation rules at 
the end of 1991. 

Similarly, the Democrat budget 
would eliminate at the end of 1991 the 
current law deduction for 25 percent of 
health insurance premi urns paid by 
self-employed small businessmen and 
women. If you care about the plight of 
the uninsured, how can you eliminate 
that modest protection for small busi
nessmen and women and their families? 

The same thing is true of the low-in
come housing credit and the targeted 
jobs tax credit. Under the Democrat 
plan, they're eliminated at the end of 
1991. 

Many have expressed concern in re
cent years that our country's national 
savings rate is too low to sustain ade
quate growth and to maintain our eco
nomic standing. The Democrat budget 
is ominously silent in this regard. 

In contrast, the President's budget 
addresses this concern through a series 
of proposals-including the creation of 
family savings accounts to allow non
deductible contributions of up to $2,500 
per tapayer to stimulate personal sav
ings. 

The President's budget also recog
nizes that the purchase and buildup of 
equity in a home is the single most sig
nificant form of savings for the average 
American. His budget facilitates in
vesting in a home by allowing first
time home buyers to withdraw penalty 
free up to $10,000 from an mA. 

To help economically distressed 
areas share in the benefits of growth, 
the President's budget would designate 
up to 50 enterprise zones which would 
receive specified wage credits and in
vestment incentives. This is an impor
tant step in rebuilding and revitalizing 
our inner cities and economically dis
tressed rural areas. The Democrat 
budget is silent on the issue. 

The President's budget proposal also 
reduces the tax rate on capital gains. 
There has been a lot of abstract discus
sion-too much in fact-on whether 
cutting capital gains taxes is fair. Are 
lost jobs and reduced economic growth 
fair? Is further dependency on foreign 
investment fair? 

There is no question that a pref
erential rate for capital gains will in
crease economic activity and speed the 
economy back on the road to growth. 

Have the politics of envy become so 
powerful that we are willing to forgo 
new jobs and economic growth because 
of the way someone can play with a so
called distribution table? 

In conclusion, the Democrat budget 
resolution fails to address critical tax 
issues which can strengthen America's 
long-term future. In contrast, the 
President's budget proposal would pro
mote increased savings, capital forma
tion, infrastructure, and international 
competitiveness. Rather than merely 
paying lip service to incentives, the 
President's budget proposal incor
porates them-and pays for them. 

Mr. PANETTA. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
21/2 minutes to the distinguished gen
tleman from South Carolina [Mr. 
SPRATT], a member of the Committee 
on the Budget. 

Mr. SPRATT. Mr. Chairman, I rise in 
favor of the Democratic budget resolu
tion. 

Like President Bush's budget, our 
budget hits the target set last fall; it 
says within the limits set for all three 
categories of discretionary spending: 
domestic, defense, and foreign aid. We 
likewise follow in this budget resolu
tion the agreement of last fall by re
quiring that any new entitlements be 
funded with new taxes under the pay
go rules. But when it comes to domes
tic spending priorities, we part com
pany with the President. We take 
money from programs like the manned 
space station and put it into needs that 
we consider more pressing, such as 
children, education, and the Nation's 
infrastructure. · 

In the case of children, we provide a 
$2 billion increase for elementary, sec
ondary, and higher education, three 
times the increase sought by the Presi
dent, whose education budget would 
not even keep pace with inflation. Our 
budget gives Head Start a $350 million 
increase, which is almost four times 
the increase the President sought. At 
this rate of increase, we can fully fund 
Head Start in 9 years; at the Presi
dent's rate of increase, it will take 50 
years to fund Head Start fully. 

In the case of infrastructure, we pro
vide increases of $1 billion for the high
way program, $1 billion for aviation, 
$281 million for mass transit, and $26 
million for Amtrak. 

Finally, we commit more to the safe
ty net. We provide increases of $2.014 
billion to finance homeless and low-in
come housing programs and a 12 per
cent increase or $1.264 billion for the 
antidrug program. And we reject the 
President's proposed cuts in programs 
for veterans. 

We also restore cuts in three other 
areas. First, we reject the President's 
request to cut $990 million from the 
Postal Service budget over the next 5 
years by making the Postal Service 
pay a larger share of the costs for 
health benefits and cost-of-living ad
justments for retired postal employees 
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and their survivors. Second, at a cost 
of $25 million, we save the postal sub
sidy for rural newspapers. We do, how
ever, accede to the President's request 
and scale back significantly the post
age subsidy for nonprofits. Third, we 
reject the President's proposal to cut 
the Rural Electrification Administra
tion [REA] budget. During the past 
decade, the Reagan and Bush adminis
trations have tried to eliminate REA, 
an agency that helps millions of our 
constituents who live in rural areas. 

To pay for these selected increases, 
we propose a !-percent across-the-board 
cut in nonpriority programs, deeper 
cuts in low-priority programs, and 
some program eliminations. 

In the area of defense, this budget 
and the President's budget agree, at 
least as to total spending. In last 
year's budget agreement, we capped de
fense spending-function 050-in fiscal 
year 1992 at $290.8 billion in budget au
thority and $295.3 billion in outlays. We 
appropriated for fiscal year 1991 less 
than the ceiling, and made it clear that 
the cap is a ceiling but not a floor. A 
good part of the defense cuts that we 
are counting on come from downsizing 
our standing forces. The Persian Gulf 
war postponed the build-down in force 
levels, so Congress allowed the Defense 
Department a shortfall of some 16,000 
off the reduction of 100,000 in end
strength legislated for in fiscal year 
1991. This will have an impact on fiscal 
year 1992, since these 16,000 soldiers, 
sailors, airmen, and marines will be on 
the payroll when fiscal year 1992 be
gins. Our aim since last year has been 
to reduce military personnel by 25 per
cent over 5 years, but to accomplish 
the reduction with as little pain as pos
sible, relying on early outs for those 
who want them, and on voluntary re
tirements rather than forced and arbi
trary reductions in force. Certainly, in 
the aftermath of the war with Iraq, we 
want to continue that policy; we don't 
want to end Desert Storm by dropping 
arbitrarily some of the men and women 
who served us so well. That's one rea
son for budgeting to ceiling. 

Another reason for budgeting to ceil
ing is that the ceiling isn't that high. 
It represents a defense spending reduc
tion of about 3 to 4 percent in real 
terms. To budget at the ceiling of $290 
billion, DOD had to terminate 13 pro
grams on top of the 9 terminated last 
year. The terminations include the M-
1 tank and the Bradley fighting vehi
cle, as well as the Apache helicopter 
and the OH-58D [AHIP] helicopter, 
leaving the Army with virtually no 
major systems in production. The Navy 
has terminated the top-of-the-line F-
14D fighter, the A-12 attack plane, and 
its advanced tactical fighter, as well as 
the P-7A ASW airplane; and the Navy 
is stopping the Trident submarine at 18 
rather than 20 boats as planned. The 
Air Force decided last year to end pro
duction of the F-15E fighter; in 2 years, 

the Air Force will end production of 
the F-16 fighter. Granted, the Penta
gon still found room beneath its ceiling 
to ask $4.6 billion for SDI and $4.8 bil
lion for the B-2 bomber. I don't expect 
either request to be fully funded by 
Congress, but I do think they will be 
changed mostly at the margins. By the 
time we deal in Congress with the V -22 
tilt-rotor aircraft, sundry equipment 
for the Guard and Reserve, the F-14D 
fighter and the follow-on to the A-12 
attack aircraft, personnel issues, and 
the Army's tank production line, 
among other things, we will be bump
ing the ceiling ourselves. 

So, at $290 billion, we are close to the 
margin, but we are buying enough to 
maintain a strong defense. We keep de
fense spending on a downward path, as 
we should in a world in which the War
saw Pact has disintegrated and the So
viet threat has receded. We downsize 
our forces, but still provide enough to 
keep faith with the men and women 
who have served us well. We terminate 
programs, but provide enough to hedge 
against change and to maintain the es
sentials of a defense industrial base. 

By complying with last year's sum
mit, our budget resolution represents a 
significant effort to cut the deficit 
down to size. It is not sufficient, in my 
opinion, but it is significant. Last 
year's agreement helps control spend
ing, and I think that without its con
straints, the deficit for next year would 
be higher than projected. Given politi
cal realities, I believe it is the best we 
can do this year. But the fact remains 
that our on-budget deficit for next year 
will still be $362.1 billion, virtually the 
same as the 1991 on-budget deficit. I 
think the deficit is the gravest eco
nomic threat facing our Nation. The 
national debt has reduced national sav
ings, reduced productivity, and reduced 
our autonomy, forcing us to rely on 
foreign credit. Between 1950 and 1980, 
the national saving rate was about 7 
percent of GNP. Today, the national 
saving rate is 2 to 3 percent of GNP, 
about one-third the prior rate. I am 
voting for this budget resolution be
cause it upholds last fall's agreement; 
but next year, I think we should revisit 
the agreement of last fall and do more 
to reduce the deficit. 

D 1500 

Mr. GRADISON. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield 51h minutes to the gentleman 
from North Carolina [Mr. MCMILLAN], a 
member of the Committee on the Budg
et. 
. Mr. McMILLAN of North Carolina. 

Mr. Chairman, 1992 is the second year 
under the discipline of the Budget En
forcement Act of 1990 which set spend
ing caps, mandatory pay-go provisions 
and tax revenue adjustments to reduce 
the baseline deficit by $500 billion over 
5 years. The ultimate goal is a bal
anced budget in 1996. The Republican 

proposal meets that goal using OMB es
timates. 

I would like to request unanimous 
consent to insert the following two 
analyses in the RECORD. 

We are off to a slow start due to the 
essential funding of deposit insurance 
and the recession which together im
pacts the 1991 and 1992 deficits by about 
$150 billion. To achieve our objectives, 
we must hold outlay growth to half the 
rate of inflation with no new taxes 
from this point on. 

The Republican budget holds outlay 
increases for fiscal year 1992 to 2.6 per
cent over fiscal year 1991. The Demo
cratic budget is slightly higher. More 
importantly, it limits compound out
lay growth to 1.8 percent from 1991 to 
1996. The Democratic budget is slightly 
higher. 

Proposed Democratic changes 
amount to only 45 additions totaling 
$8.252 billion and 17 decreases totaling 
$5.226 billion out of 1,005 discretionary 
accounts affecting only 0.4 percent of 
the President's proposal. They accept 
the discipline of the agreement and 99.5 
percent of the President's proposals. 

We've heard a lot of exaggerated 
rhetoric about the necessity of those 
changes and its impact on life in Amer
ica. However, the real truth is that 
they are minor adjustments to play to 
one interest at the expense of another. 
In most cases, it is simply a case of 
one-upping the President and the Re
publicans with a little more money for 
some Energy, Housing, Education, 
Health and Welfare programs at the ex
pense of a wide range of other pro
grams. This is, after all, a zero-sum 
game. 

We have heard about all of the great 
increases in the Democrat's budget but 
what about the cuts? 

First, the Democratic budget reduces 
funding to the FEMA disaster relief 
fund by $74 million in outlays for fiscal 
year 1992. 

The people in North and South Caro
lina who had to suffer through Hurri
cane Hugo and the people of California 
who suffered through the earthquake 
can't be too excited to hear of such pri
ority cuts. In fact, most people believe 
FEMA needs more money to meet the 
unexpected natural disaster situations 
that are sure to come along each year. 

Second, the Democratic budget 
underfunds Unemployment Insurance 
Administrative costs by $431 million 
below the President's request. 

I thought their budget was a budget 
for working families. How can such 
cuts be helpful to families as we pull 
out of this recession? 

Third, the Democratic budget calls 
for unspecified cuts in the following 
programs: education, health grants, re
search and development, housing, agri
culture, transportation, and justice 
programs. 

The real work of the Budget Commit
tee, the authorizing committees, and 



April 17, 1991 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-HOUSE 8463 
the Appropriations Committees lies 
ahead of us. It is going to be tough to 
live within the discipline of the Budget 
Enforcement Act and address the for
eign and domestic challenges we face. 

The Budget Enforcement Act re
quires a 5-year reconciliation, and the 
President's proposal does that with ini
tiatives to stimulate higher economic 
growth and to encourage the develop
ment of cost-effective alternatives that 
enhance essential policy goals and Gov
ernment services. 

One example of success is the defense 
budget which is managing a reduction 
in real terms of close to 3 percent per 
year as we downsize our forces. The 
Persian Gulf war showed us that we 
can, in fact , get better results out of a 
shrinking budget. Suppose we did the 
same in the areas of education, hous
ing, or health care? 

The situation compels us to also look 
at reforms in entitlement programs, 
not to reduce essential services, nor to 
ignore unmet needs, but to address the 
causes of costs running out of control. 
If we fail to address runaway costs, we 
will fail to provide the resources re
quired to address real needs in health 
care, education, the environment, and 
restoring our broken communities. 

Health and Medicare are prime exam
ples of where the House has an oppor
tunity in the coming year to make sub
stantial progress. These costs have in
creased at a compound annual rate of 
over 10 percent for the last decade and 
are projected to exceed that in the 
next. 

MEDICARE 

One notion that must be dispelled 
from this debate is the accusation that 
the seniors of this Nation have some
thing to fear from the proposals in the 
President's budget regarding Medicare. 
The Democrats want to treat Medicare 
as some sort of politically correct 
speech that must be restricted on the 
floor of this House. They want the sen
iors of this Nation to think that some
how the infidels are coming to take 
away their Medicare benefits and only 
the Democrats are standing strong in 
their defense. 

Well, if you look at the truth of the 
matter, the Democrats' main concern 

is with one of the President's proposals 
that would call for high-income sen
iors, those with singular incomes over 
$125,000 or couples with incomes over 
$150,000, to pay for 75 percent of their 
premiums, up from the current 25 per
cent that everyone currently pays now. 
That means if you are a billionaire sen
ior citizen retiree, the Democrats want 
to protect your full subsidy of 75 per
cent of the Medicare premium which 
will be $1,113 in fiscal year 1992. And 
they want to make sure that everyone 
else is forced to pay more than their 
fair share in taxes to make sure that 
billionaire continues to get that full 
$1,113 subsidy in 1992. So much for 
looking out for the working family. 

Amid all of the posturing and ges
ticulation over there, the Democrats 
fail to mention that the committee 
language unanimously endorsed the 
President's concept of income-relating 
the Medicare part B premium in their 
own report language adopted April 9. 
So when you hear the protestations 
over there on Medicare, just remember 
that fact. 

The other thing that the Democrats 
fail to mention is that in their desire 
to make political hay out of Medicare 
once again, they are in effect saying 
that nothing is wrong with the system 
as it is and that we should continue to 
operate Medicare like we have done in 
the past. By doing that, they are im
plicitly saying that we should continue 
to let the question of defensive medical 
practices go unchecked in Medicare 
which drives up costs to patients, pro
viders, and the Federal Government. 

I have one rural county in my dis
trict where there is only one doctor 
who is currently taking any new Medi
care patients. Why? The administrative 
headaches of complying with all of the 
Medicare directives coupled with the 
low reimbursement rates and the in
creased liability exposure for treating 
Medicare patients have made it prohib
itive in terms of costs and time to ex
tend health care to new patients. These 
are the realities the Democrats are try
ing to sweep under the rug by failing to 
even mention Medicare in their budget 
other than to pump it up with more 
money. 

TOTAL BUDGET 

We have to look at the fundamental 
causes that are driving up Medicare 
costs, Medicaid costs, and privately 
provided health care costs in this Con
gress before any more people are priced 
out of the health care delivery system. 
And to do that, we must start talking 
honestly and openly about Medicare 
and take it off of the politically cor
rect pedestal. 

They are being driven by defensive 
medical procedures which Secretary 
Louis Sullivan estimates to be about 
$150 billion per year out of our total 
annual national health care expendi
ture of $650 billion or about 23 percent. 
Defensive medical costs really serve no 
other purpose than to provide doctors 
and hospitals with evidence they have 
done everything conceivable to a pa
tient as a protection against litigation 
even if those procedures are not nec
essary. We also have the problems of 
duplication of capacity and excessive 
overhead in the health care system 
often imposed by Government. 

We have financial resources already 
to resolve the issues of lack of access 
and affordability of health care if we 
take the bull by the horns in this ses
sion of Congress. We need to address is
sues of defensive medicine, liability, 
duplication, and excessive overhead. 
Payments for defensive medicine by 
Government could be as high as $75 bil
lion by 1996 if we don't ·act now. 

My hope and expectation is that the 
Budget Committee will begin to work 
in a bipartisan way to develop guide
lines for cost-effective alternatives for 
authorizing committees to pursue 
fields for fiscal year 1993 and beyond. 
This is the only committee in the 
House with a global perspective. If we 
do not do so, we will once again find 
ourselves in the box of budgeting for 
appearance rather than for results. 

I urge my colleagues to support the 
President's proposal, but more impor
tantly, let's start debating perform
ance and cost-effective alternatives in
stead of add-on one-upmanship. That is 
the real way to help working Ameri
cans and bring this budget to balance. 

Mr. Chairman, at this point I insert a 
chart for the RECORD. 

Fiscal year-

1990 1991 1992 1993 1994 1995 1996 

Democrats budget: 
Budget authority ..................................................................................................... ................................................................................ . 1,358.5 1,490.3 1,590.1 1,816.5 1,866.3 1,732.0 1,827.2 
Outla,s .... .......................................................................................................................................................................... ..................... .. 1,251.7 1,392.7 1,458.8 1,470.9 1,499.9 1,483.7 1,561.8 
Revenues ......................................................................................... ......................................... ........ ...................................................... .. 
Deficit ................................................................................................................................................... .................................................. .. 

1,031.3 1,092.8 1,169.2 1,250.7 1,331.5 1,415.4 1,495.4 
(220.4) (299.9) (289.5) (220.2) (168.4) (68.3) (66.4) 

Social Security surplus ........ ............................................................................................................................... ................................... .. 62.8 72.0 83.9 98.4 113.7 130.9 
Deposit insurance ............................................................................................................................ ...................................................... .. 58.0 103.0 87.0 47.0 25.0 (47.0) (43.0) 

On-Budget (without Social Security): 
Budget authority ...................................................................................................... ............................................................................... . 
Outla,s .............................................................................................................................................................................. ...................... . 
Revenues ...................................................................................................................................................................... .......................... .. 
Deficit ........................................................................... ........................................................................................................................... . 

President's budget (OMB scoring): 

1,083.8 1,187.5 1,269.4 1,272.6 1,300.9 1,341.6 1,407.3 
1,026.6 1,155.2 1,212.5 1,212.1 1,234.4 1,209.1 1,276.9 

749.7 793.0 550.4 808.8 966.3 1,025.7 1,079.8 
(276.9) (362.2) (362.1) (302.3) (258.1) (183.4) (197.1) 

Budget authority ........................................................................................ ............................................................................................ .. 
Outla,s .............................................................................................................................................................................. ...................... . 
Revenues ................................................................................................................................................................................................ .. 
Deficit ........................................................................................................................................................................................ .............. . 
Social Security surplus ........................................................................................................................................................................... . 

1,368.5 1,520.0 1,577.8 1,533.7 1,605.8 1,677.5 1,759.6 
1,251.7 1,408.6 1,445.8 1,454.2 1,427.1 1,470.3 1,540.8 
1,031.3 1,091.4 1,165.0 1,252.7 1,365.3 1,467.3 1,560.7 
(22Q.4) (318.2) (280.9) (201.5) (61.8) (3.0) 19.9 

60.4 82.4 73.3 89.3 103.9 121.8 
Deposit insurance ......................................................................... : ........................................................................................................ .. 111.8 88.1 44.2 (38.1) (42.3) (29.9) 
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On-budget (without Social Security): 
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TOTAL BUDGET-Continued 

1990 1991 1992 

April17, 1991 

Fiscal year-

1993 1994 1995 1996 

BudRet authority ..................................................................................................................................................................................... . 1,083.8 1,218.9 1,260.7 1,193.1 1,239.0 1,286.6 1,340.7 
Outlays .......................................................................... .......................................................................................................................... . 1,026.6 1,171.7 1,194.2 1,187.8 1,150.2 1,183.8 1,246.1 
Revenues .......................................................................... .................................................................... ................ .................................. .. 749.7 793.2 849.8 914.0 999.8 1,077.5 1,143.5 
Deficit .......................................................................................................... ................ ............................................................................ . (276.9) (378.5) (344.4) (273.8) (150,4) (108.3) (102.8) 

President's budget (CBO scoring): 
Budget authority .......................................................................................................................................... .......... ................................ .. 1,368.5 1,507.1 1,590.8 1,598.2 1,547.4 1,710.8 1,794.2 
Outlays .................................................................... ................ ............................................ .................................................................... . 1,251.7 1,401.7 1,461.9 1,466.9 1,498.9 1,479.5 1,542.3 
Revenues ................................................................................................................................................................................................ .. 1,031.3 1,093.5 1,172.2 1,246.3 1,325.5 1,408.8 1,486.2 
Deficit ...................................................................................................................................................................................................... . (220.4) (308.1) (289.7) (220.8) (173.4) (70.7) (56.1) 
Social Security surplus .................................................... ................................................. .................... ........ ................. .. .......... .......... .. .. 60.4 69.0 79.0 97.0 112.0 128.0 
Deposit insurance ...... .......... .................... .......... .......... .......................................................................................................................... .. 103.0 97.0 47.0 25.0 (47.0) (43.0) 

On-budget (without Social Security): 
Budget authority ............................ .......... ........ ...................... .......... .................................................. .. ...................... ............................ .. 1,083.8 1,204.2 1,269.9 1,254.7 1,282.6 1,321.4 1,375.4 
Outlays .................................. .......... .............................. ................................ .................. ........................................................................ . 1,026.8 1,182.0 1,212.7 1,205.3 1,230.7 1,202.0 1,254.8 
Revenues ................................................................................................................................................................................................ .. 748.7 793.8 853.4 905.3 960.3 1,019.1 1,070.6 
Deficit ...................................... ................................................................................................................................................................ . (276.9) (368.2) (359.3) (300.0) (270.4) (182.9) (184.2) 

Budget projections: · 

BUDGET PROJECTIONS AND UNDERLYING ASSUMPTIONS 
[In billions of dollars) 

1991 1992 

fiscal year-

1993 1994 1995 1996 

Baseline total deficit ................................................................................................................................................................................ ...................................... ........ .. 298 298 239 211 128 135 
Deficit assuming compliance with discretionary caps 1 ..................................................................... ................... . .................... ............ ..... ... ............. .......................... . 298 284 215 160 57 56 
Deficit assuming caps and excludinR deposit insurance ......................... .. ........................... .................... ...... .................................................................................... .. . 194 186 167 135 103 99 

As a percentage of GNP: 
Baseline Total Deficit ................................................................................. ...................................... ...................................................................................................... .. 5.3 5.0 3.7 3.1 1.8 1.8 
Deficit assuming compliance with discretionary caps' ................. ...................... .......... .. ..... .. ..................................................................................................... .... ... .. . 5.3 4.7 3.4 2.4 .8 .7 
Deficit assuming caps and excluding deposit insurance .... .......... .... ................................................... ............... .. ........................................................ .. ...................... . 3.5 3.1 2.6 2.0 1.4 1.3 

Economic assumptions (by calendar year): 
Nominal GNP (billions of dollars) ........................................ ........................ .................................................................. ... ................. .................................................... .. 5,700 6,107 6,505 6,919 7,358 7,824 
Real GNP .......................................................................................................................................... .. ........ .... ...... .... .. .... ........................................................................ .. 0 3.3 2.9 2.8 2.7 2.7 
Fired-weighted GNP price index (percentage change) ...................................... ......... ..................... ............ ... ....................................................................................... .. 4.6 3.8 3.8 3.8 3.8 3.8 
CPI-U (percentage change) 2 ..................................... ...... .. . .. .... .. .... .. .. .. .... .. .... .. ........ .. .. ....... . .... .. .... .... .......... ......... ............................................................... .. .. .. .. ... .. .. ... . 4.9 3.5 3.6 3.6 3.6 3.6 
Unemployment rate (percent) ........................................... ....... .. ...... ..................... ....... ........... ............................................................................................................... .. . 6.8 6.4 6.2 6.0 5.8 5.6 
3-month Treasury bill rate (percent) ......................... ...... ... ........................... .. ..... ...... ............ ............................................................................... ........ .. .......... .......... ... . 6.6 7.0 6.7 6.3 5.9 5.7 
10-year Government note rate (percent) .................................. ........................................................................................................................................... ...... ............ .. 7.9 7.7 7.6 7.4 7.3 7.2 

11nclude savings. in defense and nondefense discretionary spending that remain to be enacted in future appropriation bills, along with associated debt service savings. 
2 CPI-U is the consumer price index for all urban consumers. 
Notes.---¥rojections include Social Security and the Postal Service, which are off-budget. Projections assume the provision of additional resources to the Resolution Trust Corporation and the Bank Insurance Fund beyond those available 

under current law. 
Source: Congressional Budget Office. 

Mr. PANETTA. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
3 minutes to the distinguished gentle
woman from Colorado [Mrs. SCHROE
DER], who is also chairman of the Se
lect Committee on Children, Youth and 
Families. 

Mrs. SCHROEDER. Mr. Chairman, I 
thank the gentleman from California 
for yielding time to me. 

I want to say that I think this is very 
important, to back the committee's 
budget and turn down the President's 
budget. When we get into a budget de
bate, most people's eyes glaze over. 
They think, "Oh, boy, this'll be excit
ing." All Members are throwing num
bers around and trying to say it is not 
that different, it is not that different. 
It is big time different. It is big time 
different. 

There are 93 percent of the accounts 
that are different in the House Com
mittee on the Budget's budget versus 
the President's budget. That is a very . 
substantial difference. Let me say what 
I think is so critical. If we take every 
single American family, and they go 
through some economic downturn, my 
guess is when they are sitting at the 
kitchen table trying to figure out how 
to make ends meet, in a very difficult 
family budget, the last thing they are 
going to do is to not give the children 
shots this year, or not to send the chil
dren to school this year, or not to give 
the children much milk this year. They 

will try to hold the children in their 
family harmless from the budget cut
backs as long as possible. I do not 
think there is an American family any
where that would not agree with those 
priorities. 

Therefore, I want to say that the 
Committee on the Budget's priorities 
are much more like the American fam
ily's kitchen table priorities. This 
country truly is in an economic down
turn. We have all sorts of problems. 

D 1510 
I am very pleased that the Ford 

amendment passed today so we have 
more focus on youth, in particular this 
bill much more fully funds the WIC 
Program, the Women's, Infants and 
Children Feeding Program. 

My goodness, even the CEO's from 
the Fortune 500 companies are back 
there saying that is the best invest
ment portfolio America has. 

The Budget Committee also puts 
money into funding Head Start. The 
way they have it in, it would fully fund 
it in 10 years. The way it is in the 
President's budget, we would wait 50 
years. Boy, there is a big difference. 

You know, we have seen the future . 
It is wearing diapers. It is going to in
herit this national debt and we are not 
doing well in getting them prepared to 
inherit the national debt. 

Now, children did not cause this debt. 
Children did not cause this recession. 
They did not even vote for anyone who 
caused the recession and they did not 
have anything to do with all the spe
cial interest groups who would rather 
have this or have that. 

I think we ought to be holding chil
dren harmless from this economic 
downturn, and that is exactly what the 
Budget Committee's budget does. 

So I really hope that if you are truly 
interested in the future of this coun
try, which are its children and its 
young people, there is absolutely no 
question how these two budgets line 
up. . 

Here we are making real commit
ments. We are putting dollars behind 
it. 

We have had so much rhetoric, we 
have had more rhetoric on families 
than we have ever seen, but it is now 
time that we really produce. The Budg
et Committee has produced it. It has 
produced even better with the Ford 
amendment today, and I heartily en
dorse it and I hope everyone votes for 
it, for our children's sake. 

Mr. GRADISON. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield 2 minutes to the gentleman from 
Florida [Mr. SHAW]. 

Mr. SHAW. Mr. Chairman, I thank 
the gentleman for yielding me this 
time. · 
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Mr. Chairman, there are a lot of ways 

to decide whether a budget resolution 
is any good. New proposals and propos
als to substantially change spending 
priorities are bound to get a lot of at
tention in this House and have a big in
fluence on how we vote; but how about 
the little proposals that seriously dam
age longstanding programs. I know to 
some of you this may be boring stuff 
compared to all the discussion of 
changing domestic spending priorities. 
But boring as it may be, it is not unim
portant. 

As Members on both sides of the aisle 
are well aware, the Republican Party 
has done everything possible in the last 
several years to protect the orderly 
function of the Nation's unemployment 
insurance program. As money for ad
ministration of the program by States 
declined because of declining unem
ployment, both the Reagan and the 
Bush administration did everything 
during those years to keep the States 
funded so they could continue to run 
good programs. 

This year the administration even 
went so far as to seek an emergency 
supplemental appropriation of $150 mil
lion just so States could continue to ef
fectively run their unemployment in
surance programs. 

Now, after all this fine work by Re
publicans and Democrats, too, the 
Democrat budget proposes to remove 
almost one-half billion dollars from the 
administration's $2.3 billion proposal 
to pay for effective administration of 
this program. 

In a time of recession when many 
States are having trouble just getting 
the unemployment checks out the 
door, I find it incredible that the party 
of Franklin Delano Roosevelt would 
brazenly undercut a critical part of the 
domestic safety net in this fashion. 

So Mr. Chairman and my colleagues, 
if you want long lines of unemployed, if 
you want your unemployed workers to 
wait a month or two to get the money 
to pay their mortgage, if you want 
hungry children on your conscience, 
support the Democrat budget. If not, I 
urge my colleagues to support the 
budget of the President. 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore (Mr. 
MAZZOLI). The Committee will rise in
formally in order that the House may 
receive a message 

MESSAGE FROM THE PRESIDENT 
The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 

SPRA'M') assumed the chair. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 

Chair will receive a message. 

MESSAGE FROM THE PRESIDENT 
A message in writing from the Presi

dent of the United States was commu
nicated to the House by Mr. 
McCathran, one of his secretaries. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
Committee will resume its sitting 

CONCURRENT RESOLUTION ON 
THE BUDGET-FISCAL YEAR 1992 
The Committee resumed its sitting. 
The CHAffiMAN pro tempore (Mr. 

MAZZOLI). The Chair recognizes the 
gentleman from California [Mr. PA
NE'M'A]. 

Mr. PANETTA. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
myself 10 seconds to respond to the last 
Speaker. 

Mr. Chairman, we treat the Unem
ployment Compensation Program ex
actly the way the President treated it 
this year, which is that when he pro
vided a supplemental, he declared it an 
emergency and that is exactly the way 
we treated it in the budget we proposed 
to the House. 

Mr. Chairman, I yield 2 minutes to 
the gentlewoman from California [Mrs. 
BOXER]. 

Mrs. BOXER. It surprises me, Mr. 
Chairman, that the Republicans see 
very little difference between the 
President's budget and the Democratic 
budget. 

Let us ask a little child who gets fed 
from the WIC Program if there is a dif
ference between eating and not eating. 

Let us ask the child who gets into 
Head Start. 

Let us ask the worker who builds the 
highway that gets funded under the 
Democrats' budget, the AIDS patient 
and the veteran who needs health care. 

Let us ask the senior citizens who 
would have to pay laboratory fees 
under the President's Medicare cuts, 
but does not under the Democratic 
budget. 

Let us ask a foster care parent who 
can barely make it and who would be 
cut under the President's budget. 

Education, job training, immuniza
tion, drug abuse programs, transit, en
ergy assistance, solar and alternative 
energy research, the National Insti
tutes of Health to find a cure for can
cer and Alzheimer's disease. Is there a 
difference? You bet there is a dif
ference. 

The difference is that the Democratic 
budget starts to look at the needs of 
our people. I look forward to the day 
when NATO and Japan pay for their 
own defense·. We spend almost $200 bil
lion a year on them, 15 percent of our 
budget. Then we will really be able to 
make a difference in deficit reduction 
and investments in America. 

But until that day, this Democratic 
budget is a step in the right direction. 
There is a difference. The difference is 
the Democrats stand up for the people. 

Mr. PANETTA. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
2. minutes to the gentleman from West 
Virginia [Mr. WISE], a member of the 
Budget Committee. 

Mr. WISE. Mr. Chairman, two head
liners or two occurrences sometimes 
bring meaning to a budget debate. 

Today in the paper our Government is 
going to press Japan to allow more 
American contractors to build Japan's 
infrastructure. In another setting, our 
office in Charleston, WV, has people 
calling by the score wanting jobs in 
Kuwait to rebuild the Kuwaiti infra
structure. 

Mr. Chairman, do you realize that 
today following Operation Desert 
Storm there is a nation where half the 
highways are substandard, where half 
the bridges are deficient, where a 
major airport has not been built since 
1974, and every one of them is hope
lessly clogged. That is not Iraq. That is 
the United States of America. 

Let us look at what the Democratic 
budget does versus the President's 
budget. 

Federal aid to highways. The resolu
tion's $1 billion increase in the Demo
cratic budget is nearly 150 percent 
more than the President's requested in
crease. That is in the first year. 

Check the second year, where we up 
it to $2 billion, double that. 

Mass transit. The resolution's $281 
million increase is three times, or 300 
percent greater than the President's 
requested increase. 

Aviation. The Democratic budget 
matches the President's budget on a $1 
billion increase. 

Waste water treatment grants, $80 
billion worth of sewer treatment needs 
in this country. The President pro
posed cutting that $200 million. The 
Democratic budget rejected that. 

Community development block 
grants, the last program really left 
since revenue sharing for many of our 
counties and cities, the resolution re
jects the President's request for almost 
a $200 million reduction and instead in
creases funding by $70 million, or a 266-
percent increase above the President's 
request. 

I think it is great that we are fight
ing to build Japan's infrastructure. I 
am sure it is nice and it is important 
that we rebuild Kuwait's infrastruc
ture. This budget needs to undertake 
and the Democratic budget does under
take more substantively rebuilding the 
infrastructure of the United States, 
and that is where we need to start. 

Mr. GRADISON. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield 5 minutes to the gentleman from 
California [Mr. THOMAS]. 

Mr. THOMAS of California. Mr. 
Chairman it has been enjoyable the 
last day and a half or so listening to 
the debate. I know it is hard for our 
colleagues on this side of the aisle 
when your theme song is more and it 
has been more and you are attempting 
to continue to use that theme song, but 
really what you have is a little bit 
more and a little bit less. 

In today's Washington Post was a 
taking exception article from the 
chairman of the Budget Committee en
titled, "Our Budget Is Better." If you 
will notice in terms of the quote he 
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says, "Budgets are not just numbers 
and dollar signs. They express the pri
orities of a nation." 

That is clear when it is finally 
passed, but when it is presented by the 
Democrats or it is presented by theRe
publicans in terms of the President's 
budget, it is also the political prior
ities of a particular party. 

0 1520 
I was pleased to note that the chair

man of the committee indicated that 
the President's budget did away with 
smoke, did away with mirrors, and did 
away with deceptions. Those actually 
were discarded. 

Unfortunately, the Democrats are 
heavily into recycling, and those very 
same i terns show up as part of the so
called Democrat budget. I say "so
called" because the budget was sup
posed to be a 5-year plan. The Presi
dent addressed 1992, 1993, 1994, 1995, and 
1996 in a 5-year plan. the Democrats' 
budget does not. It addresses the years 
1992 and 1993 in terms of real choices as 
to where money is going to be spent. 
But for 1994, 1995, and 1996 they simply 
baseline it. They do not go into the 
policies they want to make there. Why 
would they do that? Because under the 
5-year argument, after 1993 you do have 
the distinct categories where you have 
got to even out the numbers. You can 
rob from one to put it in another. They 
will not tip off where they are going to 
take money in the out years where 
they have the ability to do it. They 
could not come to an argument under 
the budget procedure on their side of 
the aisle. So they simply baselined the 
numbers. In fact, the Democrats do not 
have a budget, what they have is a 
manifesto. Half of this article is the 
plea, "Our budget is better," and it is 
wrapped up in me-tooism. Women, In
fants, and Children has been com
mented on. No one has noticed that the 
President put over $220 million more 
into that program. It is a good pro
gram. Two months later the Democrats 
put in $350 million more. They say, 
"We support women, infants, and chil
dren." Everybody supports women, in
fants, and children. As a matter of fact, 
the Democrats' political manifesto 
seems to be women, infants, and chil
dren, of America, unite, "You have a 
couple of bucks to gain." 

In program after program, the Demo
crats look like a supermarket captive 
brand with a yellow slash across them, 
"10 percent more, buy me." In fact, the 
rhetoric is so canned in these areas 
that if the President, I firmly believe, 
had put in $350 million for Women, In
fants, and Children, you would have 
put in $360 million just to be $10 mil
lion better, and used exactly the same 
rhetoric. 

The Democrat manifesto plays up 
winners, their song is "More." But 
under this agreement, as everybody un
derstands, if you are going to reward 

some, you have got to deny others, if 
you are going to pay Paul, you got to 
rob Peter, but you must at least have 
the decency to identify Peter. You do 
not. You hide it in terms of unspecified 
cuts. As a matter of fact, when the 
President talked about where he would 
make adjustments in the real budget, 
in a budget designed to govern, he of
fered changes that cry out to be made. 

For example, it was mentioned in the 
veterans area, do you know what the 
President has suggested in part of 
those cuts for veterans? He said, 
"Look, you support, I support, we all 
support funding veterans getting that 
first home." Nothing down, guaranteed 
loan program. "But should we do that 
for the second home when they move 
up or the third home or their fourth 
home or their fifth home?" Let us give 
them that helping hand, but do you 
know, just 10 percent down cuts the de
fault rate by 30 percent. Let us give 
them that first helping hand, but let us 
adjust it down in the out years. 

Democrats' response: No. The Presi
dent said, "Look, in Medicare part B, it 
is voluntary. Why is there almost 100 
percent subscription in that area?" It 
is very simple: It is an $1,100-plus sub
sidy to every individual who signs up 
for Medicare B. 

The President said, "Hey, how about 
those people making more than $125,000 
who are retired, should we give them a 
75-percent subsidy? Should those very 
same working women with infants sub
sidize a weal thy American for his Med
icare Program at 75 percent?" The 
President said, "No. How about giving 
them only a $300 subsidy, make them 
pay 75 percent and the Government 
subsidize?" And when you say the Gov
ernment, it is working men and women 
subsidizing these wealthy individuals 
at only a 25-percent level. Democrats 
said "No." 

The President's budget can be criti
cized because he is honest in terms of 
where he pays money. But the Demo
crat manifesto ducks the out years. It 
is really telling that the heart of the 
Democrat program is the same old 
song, "More, more, more." 

Finally, when you ask them where do 
the cuts come from, they do not . have 
the courage to show them; they hide in 
the shadows of unspecified or across
the-board cuts. 

The President's budget is responsible 
across the board. It is a product of gov
ernance, it is a product for all of us. 
The Democrat manifesto is not better 
for all of us, and even the Washington 
Post knows it. 

Mr. PANETTA. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
3 minutes to the gentleman from 
Michigan [Mr. KlLDEE], a member of 
the Committee on the Budget. 

Mr. KILDEE. I thank the chairman 
for yielding. 

Mr. Chairman, those who say that 
there is not much difference between 
the committee's budget and the Presi-

dent's budget have not spent much 
time in a Head Start Program where 3, 
4, and 5 year-olds learn some of the 
basic skills they need to keep up with 
their more advanced peers. Nor have 
they visited a compensatory education 
classroom where elementary school 
children work to improve their literacy 
and math skills that could make a dif
ference between staying in school or 
dropping out before graduation, or 
watched secondary school students in 
vocational education classes learning 
the computer and high-technology 
skills they will need to find a job in a 
competitive market, or visited clinics 
providing low-income mothers and in
fants the food and formula they need to 
stay healthy and out of the hospital, or 
talked with senior citizens who face 
the terrible choice between heating or 
eating. 

Mr. Chairman, the budget which 
Chairman PANETTA brings to this 
House contains a vastly different set of 
domestic priorities from those of the 
President's budget. 

The committee budget makes signifi
cant investments in Federal programs 
which have proven their effectiveness 
over the years. 

The $2.4 billion increase for edu
cation, including compensatory edu
cation, vocational education, and Pell 
grants. 

That is 31/2 times the President's pro
posed increase for education. 

Also $350 million for Head Start, 
again, 31/2 times the President's pro
posal. 

And we put the Head Start Program 
on track to reach full funding by the 
end of the decade. 

Another $350 million increase for the 
WIC Feeding Program, and we assume 
full funding by fiscal year 1996. 

We reject the administration's cut in 
job training funds and instead, provide 
a $266 million increase for these crucial 
programs. 

We also reject the President's $600 
million cut in the Low-Income Home 
Energy Assistance Program and pro
vide funds sufficient to keep pace with 
inflation. 

Mr. Chairman, those who say that 
there is little or no difference between 
the Democrats' budget and the Presi
dent's budget must be looking at two 
different documents than what we have 
before us today. 

Because the two budgets before us 
have crystal clear and critical dif
ferences in priorities. 

Mr. Chairman, now is the time to in
vest in our childrens' education, in 
their health, in their nutrition, and 
above all, in their future. 

We owe it to them and to our Na
tion's future. 

I urge my colleagues to reject the 
Gradison amendment. 

Mr. PANETTA. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
3 minutes to the gentleman from New 
York [Mr. DOWNEY]. 
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Mr. DOWNEY. Mr. Chairman, the 

President's budget would reduce Fed
eral support to the States for foster 
care services by $1.7 billion over 5 
years. 

It is widely acknowledged that the 
State programs which handle child 
abuse and neglect, and foster care, are 
under severe stress 

The National Committee for the Pre
vention of Child Abuse reported just 
yesterday that there were 2.5 million 
reports of child abuse and neglect in 
1990, a 31-percent increase over 1985, 
and a 167-percent increase over 1980. 

Two out of 3 workers handling these 
reports claim that resources are inad
equate to investigate all cases needing 
investigation, much less to provide 
services to the families to prevent the 
need for expensive foster care. 

Is it any surprise that the foster care 
caseload rose 30 percent between 1986 
and 1989? 

The President would solve this prob
lem by reducing Federal support to the 
States for some basic, yet important, 
activities, which are designed to reduce 
the need for the placement of children 
into foster care. For example, the re
ferral of families to services, and the 
development of case plans for children 
who may enter foster care. 

The Department has tried to cut this 
funding stream before. In 1987, the De
partmental Appeals Board at HHS re
jected the Department's claim that 
these activities are not allowable under 
the Federal statute. In fact; the Board 
found that limiting Federal reimburse
ment for these activities would work 
against the purpose of Federal law
which seeks to prevent the need for re
moving a child from his home and plac
ing him in foster care. 

Families that come to the child wel
fare system have fallen through many 
cracks-cracks which are getting wider 
and wider. But our President isn't con
cerned. His budget fails to address the 
plight of children and families in 
America today. Thus, he fails to pave 
the way for our country's future eco
nomic success. 

A few selected facts: 
Families face growing economic 

stress. The real income of the poorest 
20 percent of Americans living in fami
lies declined 21 percent between 1973 
and 1988. Today, one out of five chil
dren lives in poverty. Middle class fam
ilies have felt the pinch too: real fam
ily incomes for the bottom 50 percent 
of families stagnated or declined be
tween 1973 and 1988. 

Single-parent families are becoming 
the norm. Over 24 percent of children 
lived in 1-parent families in 1989·, com
pared with 9 percent in 1960. Based on 
current trends, it is estimated that 70 
percent of white children and 94 per
cent of black children born in 1980 will 
spend part of their childhood living in 
a single parent family. 

In 1987, the United States ranked 22d 
among industrialized nations for infant 
mortality rates. About 32 percent of all 
women nationally do not receive ade
quate prenatal care. 

In today's economy, a high school 
education makes you or breaks you. 
Yet many of our youth drop out. High 
school dropouts are at risk for unem
ployment and welfare. But even those 
youth who stay in school aren't learn
ing enough. One study reports th~t 50 
percent of high school seniors have in
adequate reading skills, and 80 percent 
inadequate writing skills. 
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Mr. GRADISON. Mr. Chairman, will 

the gentleman yield? 
Mr. DOWNEY. I yield to the gen

tleman from Ohio [Mr. GRADISON], my 
friend. 

Mr. GRADISON. Mr. Chairman, it is 
generous of the gentleman from New 
York [Mr. DOWNEY] to yield. 

Let me just point out that in the de
bate earlier in the day that the gen
tleman from Ohio [Mr. SMITH], from 
the gentleman's side of the aisle, criti
cized the amendment of the gentleman 
from Michigan [Mr. FORD] which was 
under consideration because it would 
in its across-the-board cuts have re
duced funds for child abuse enforce
ment. 

Mr. PANETTA. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
3 minutes to the distinguished gen
tleman from California [Mr. MILLER], 
the former chairman of the Select 
Committee on Children, Youth, and 
Families. 

Mr. MILLER of ·California. Mr. 
Speaker, Members of the House, tomor
row, with great fanfare, the President 
and his new Secretary of Education 
will launch a national education initia
tive. But what we ought to understand 
is that in that effort to educate the 
children of this Nation the President's 
budget destroys the basic building 
blocks of children in this Nation. In his 
effort to try and increase funding for 
the Women's, Infants and Children's 
Program, for the Head Start Program, 
in fact he misses the mark. He misses 
the mark of getting children who need 
to be prepared ready for school, and so 
his answer is to come back in the 12th 
grade and to test them to see how they 
are doing. Children who will be denied 
nutrition supplements so that they can 
learn will be denied the participation 
in Head Start Programs. Only one
third of the children in this Nation 
qualify, so they will not be school 
ready. 

So, Mr. Chairman, the answer will be: 
"We will spend billions of dollars at the 
end of the process to try and make up 
for the inadequacies that the Presi
dent's budget provides to those chil
dren." These are the most fundamental 
things we can do on behalf of children. 
We can feed them, we can educate 
them, and we can protect them from 

abuse, and the President's budget fails 
on all three grounds to provide the 
kinds of protections, the kinds of nu
trition, and the kinds of education that 
very young children in this Nation 
need. 

Now there is an alternative to the 
President's budget. It is the budget 
proposed by the chairman of the Com
mittee on the Budget, the Democratic 
alternative, which in fact addresses 
these. Yes, it is more money, but it 
also speeds up the timetable by which 
more children can get the benefits of 
Head Start, more children can get the 
benefits of nutrition, more pregnant 
women can get the benefits of decent 
nutrition so that we do not have low 
birth weight babies, so we do not con
tinue to syndrome in this country of 
low income children being born with 
less brain capabilities than children in 
middle income and high income fami
lies. We have got to understand that 
that is a road to the destruction of 
thousands of children in this country. 

Mr. Chairman, that is addressed in 
the Democratic budget. It is about the 
building blocks of a society, it is about 
the building blocks of an education 
system, it is about the building blocks 
of a work force that almost every busi
ness organization that has looked at 
these proposals and has suggested that 
this country invest more, be on the 
·Democratic proposal. This is the busi
ness organizations of this country that 
are saying that, if we do not make the 
kind of investments on the kind of 
timetable outlined in the Democratic 
budget, that they will not be able to 
assemble the work force necessary for 
this country to compete. 

That is difference in this budget. The 
difference in the budget is about caring 
for children and not accepting that 
some children, through no fault of 
their own, under no control of their 
own, will just simply fall through the 
cracks and miss an opportunity to par
ticipate in American society. 

Mr. Chairman, the Democrats repudi
ate that approach. 

When the President introduced his 1992 
budget, he told the Congress and the Amer
ican people that the time had finally come "to 
reserve the long-term trend of 
underinvestment in children." 

That's comforting and familiar rhetoric. But 
the President's budget reneges on the Presi
dent's promises. 

The Democratic budget proposal protects 
our investments in children and their families. 

The Democratic budget rejects the adminis
tration's plan to pilfer money from community 
health centers and the maternal and child 
health block grant to fund a narrowly targeted 
infant mortality initiative. 

We have made progress in reducing infant 
deaths, but that success is tempered by the 
fact that critically ill neWborns are being saved 
with costly high technology rather than cost-ef
fective preventive care. Congress rejected the 
President's proposal, and our budget restores 
funding to the critical prenatal care programs 
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that have proven to reduce low birthweight 
and infant mortality. 

The Democratic budget proposal rejects the 
Presidenfs cuts in the child nutrition program 
and includes sufficient funds to move us to
ward full funding for WIC-also proven to en
sure healthy births and to save money. 

It rejects the President's 50-year timetable 
to fully fund Head Start and includes enough 
funds to make sure all eligible low-income pre
schoolers will be in Head Start by the end of 
the decade instead of the one-fifth participa
tion rate today. 

The Democratic budget triples the Presi
dent's proposal for education with a $2 billion 
increase for elementary, secondary, and high
er education, and substantial increases for 
student aid, math/science programs, compen
satory and special education, and education 
for homeless children; · 

The President uses smoke and mirrors in 
his child welfare proposal, at a time when chil
dren are at greater risk than ever before. Just 
yesterday, the National Committee for the Pre
vention of Child Abuse and Neglect released 
1990 data: 2.5 million reports of child abuse-
a 31-percent increase since 1985. And over 
1,200 child-abuse-related deaths-a 38-per
cent increase in the same time period-were 
documented in 1990. 
, The President's 33-percent increase for 

child welfare would be negated by his pro
posal to eliminate the existing $250 million 
program to support State efforts to prevent 
placement of children in foster homes. The 
Democratic proposal rejects this sham. 

The Democratic budget proposal recognizes 
the urgency of the day, for our children and 
families and for the work force of the 21st cen
tury. 

The budget we are considering today also 
protects other vulnerable groups. The Presi
dent's budget unconscionably requested a 
$154 million decrease from the fiscal year 
1991 appropriation for the Indian Health Serv
ice. This at a time when 17 of the 50 existing 
IHS hospitals are older than 50 years corn
pared with the average age of 7 years for pri
vate hospitals. The President also calls for a 
92-percent reduction in funding for construc
tion of health and sanitation facilities at a time 
when 'more than 20 percent of native Amer- · 
ican homes lack toilets. The Indian Health 
Service itself reports a backlog of $572 million 
for sanitation facilities including water wells, 
septic tanks, and water purification systems 
for Indian homes, yet the President asks for 
no new funding in this area. 

The President proposed that his small in
crease be funded from third party insurance 
collections. The assumption is that $129 mil
lion would be collected. In 1990, the IHS was 
only able to realize $3.7 million in insurance 
collections. A jump to collecting $129 million in 
1992 is completely unrealistic. Mr. Chairman, 
the Budget Committee has recommended that 
the Indian Health Service funding level be re
stored and instead of the 9.7-percent de
crease proposed by the President, has asked 
for a modest increase of 5.8 percent over last 
year's funding level. 

I urge my colleagues to join me in support
ing this recommendation as well. 

Mr. PANETTA. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
3 minutes to the distinguished gen-

tleman from New York [Mr. SCHUMER], 
a former member of the Committee on 
the Budget. 

Mr. SCHUMER. Mr. Chairman, I rise 
today in opposition to the President's 
budget and ask my colleagues to sup
port the budget resolution developed 
by the Budget Committee. First, I 
would like to take this opportunity to 
congratulate the distinguished Chair
man of the Budget Committee for his 
leadership in this difficult area. He has 
produced a budget resolution with the 
proper priorities, children, education, 
and crime. It is the last of these, the 
funding provisions for antidrug and 
anticrime programs, that I particularly 
want to discuss today. 

Mr. Chairman, we have just com
pleted a war in the Persian Gulf. If is 
now time to turn our full attention and 
resources to the war that is raging here 
at home-the war on drugs and crime. 
Just as we ensured that our troops in 
the gulf with sufficient supplies of the 
very best equipment to wage that war, 
we must also ensure that our troops on 
the front lines of the war on crime 
have the resources they need to fight 
that battle. 

The committee budget provides the 
funding to wage the war on crime and 
it puts the resources in those areas 
where they are needed most. The com
mittee budget exceeds the President's 
in funding of both antidrug law en
forcement efforts as well as antidrug 
health, education, and treatment pro
grams. The committee budget also 
matches or exceeds the President's in 
every significant anticrime area. For 
example, the committee budget ex
ceeds the President's in such vital 
areas as the FBI, the U.S. attorneys, 
and prison construction. It also re
stores unconscionable cuts proposed by 
the President in the Juvenile Justice 
Programs and in Federal aid to State 
and local drug enforcement efforts. 

Over the past decade we have wit
nessed a tenfold increase in drug con
trol spending from $1.5 billion in 1981 to 
$10.5 billion in 1991. Despite this infu
sion of resources, drug abuse and drug
related crime remains one of this coun
try's most serious problems. Clearly, 
the need for maximum funding of these 
efforts has never been greater. 

The Budget Committee's resolution 
does just that. The Budget Committee 
resolution calls for an outlay increase 
of $1.2 billion for antidrug and 
anticrime funding. That is the largest 
outlay increase in the whole budget. In 
addition, the proposed increase of $1.5 
billion in budget authority represents 
the third largest authority increase in 
the budget. The 12-percent increase in 
discretionary antidrug and anticrime 
programs represents the second largest 
percentage increase in the budget. 
Without doubt, this budget makes 
fighting crime one of its highest prior
ities. 

Antidrug funding must be a top pri
ority and the Budget Committee reso
lution exceeds the President's budget 
in funding antidrug programs. The 
Budget Committee resolution provides 
for $142 million more in budget author
ity than the President's budget and $74 
million more in outlays. This brings 
the total antidrug funding for fiscal 
year 1992 to $11.8 billion, an increase of 
12 percent over the freeze level. This 
funding restores cuts the President's 
budget would make in drug-related por
tions of the Secret Service and Office 
of Justice programs, the office within 
the Department of Justice that helps 
States and local drug enforcement ef
forts. This is no time to be weakening 
our commitment to antidrug law en
forcement efforts. Nor is it time to 
avoid full Federal support of drug 
abuse prevention and treatment pro
grams. The committee budget includes 
$179 million in budget authority above 
freeze level for health-related drug pre
vention and treatment. This is $62 mil
lion, over 50 percent, more than the 
President's budget provides for this 
vital area. 

In the area on nondrug, anticrime 
funding, the committee bill is again far 
tougher and preferable to the Presi
dent's. The committee bill increases 
funding for the FBI's anticrime efforts 
by $311 million over last year. This is 
$22 million above the President's rec
ommendation. The committee budget 
increases funding for the U.S. attor
neys by $112 million, $25 million above 
the President. The committee budget 
responds to the crisis of overcrowding 
in our Federal prisons-now operating 
at 160 percent of capacity-by increas
ing funding for prison construction by 
$61 million over last year. This is $50 
million above the President's rec
ommendation in this area. Finally, the 
committee budget calls for a $3 million 
increase in funding for juvenile justice 
programs. This is $70 million more 
than the President's budget which 
would cut juvenile justice funding by 90 
percent. 

In sum, the Budget Committee's res
olution provides the funds needed to 
wage the war on crime and targets 
those resources in the areas where they 
are needed most, antidrug funding, the 
FBI, the U.S. attorneys, Juvenile Jus
tice, and prison construction. I urge 
you to reject the President's bill and 
support the committee resolution. 

Mr. GRADISON. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield 2 minutes to the gentleman from 
New York [Mr. GREEN]. 

Mr. GREEN of New York. Mr. Chair
man, I thank the gentleman from Ohio 
[Mr. GRADISON] for yielding me this 
time. 

Mr. Chairman, all of this grand rhet
oric we are hearing this afternoon, as 
the distinguished chairman of the Com
mittee on the Budget knows and as ev
eryone else in this room knows, runs 
totally into the realities of the Budget 
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Act. The fact of the matter is that 
there is nothing that the gentleman 
from California [Mr. PANETTA] or any
one else in this room can do to build up 
one discretionary program without 
taking it from another discretionary 
program, but they are very silent on 
the other side of the aisle as to those 
programs they are reducing. 

Mr. Chairman, I am here today just 
to make it clear to my colleagues that 
1.2 billion of those dollars they shower 
on certain objectives come out of the 
250 function, which is the science func
tion in the budget. If there is ever a 
case of consuming our seed corn, it 
seems to me that cutting the science 
function is a perfect case of it. What is 
it we are going to cut? The Democrats 
say they want more for education. Yet 
a cut of the size that they propose al
most certainly means a cut in the edu
cation functions in the National 
Science Foundation. 
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Or shall we cut the research NSF is 
doing to make America more produc
tive? Or should we cut "Mission to 
Planet Earth" in the NASA budget, a 
program designed to give us some hard 
data so we will know whether or not we 
are facing a terrible crisis and an ex
pensive crisis in global warming? 
About that they are very silent. 

They tell us all the wonderful things 
they are going to do with the money 
they have stolen from the science ac
count, but they do not tell us the loss 
they would impose upon that account. 

Fortunately, the second reason the 
rhetoric is so faulty this afternoon is 
that it makes no difference anyway 
what they do with all these puts and 
takes in the domestic discretionary 
program, because under the Budget Act 
we cannot appropriate money for one 
program and take it from another pro
gram in the budget resolution. We can 
only do that in an appropriation bill, 
so all the puts and takes in their budg
et, as compared with the President's, 
are simply, in the end, a phantasm. 

They are not binding on the Appro
priations Committee, they are not 
binding on this House, and they are not 
binding on the Congress. They are 
binding on no one. That is the reality 
of what we are doing this afternoon. 

Mr. McMILLAN ·of North Carolina. 
Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman 
yield. 

Mr. GREEN of New York. I yield to 
the gentleman from North Carolina. 

Mr. McMILLAN of North Carolina. 
Just on that point, Mr. Chairman, in 
response to the gentleman's comments 
about Justice, I think in the aggregate 
the Democratic resolution increases 
funds for Justice by $204 million, but 
they make unspecified ·cuts of $769 mil
lion. 

The CHAffiMAN pro tempore (Mr. 
MAZZOLI). The time of the gentleman 

from New York [Mr. GREEN] has ex
pired. 

Mr. GRADISON. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield 2 minutes to the gentleman from 
Washington [Mr. MILLER], a member of 
the Budget Committee. 

Mr. MILLER of Washington. Mr. 
Chairman, I have enjoyed working with 
the chairman, ranking minority mem
ber, and other members of the Budget 
Committee. Many people have said be
fore me that the differences between 
the Democrats' budget and the Presi
dent's budget are small. That is true, 
but I agree the differences are signifi
cant. Yes, they both had to meet cer
tain spending caps under last year's 
budget agreement, but there are sig
nificant differences. 

When you look at the differences, the 
President's budget comes out ahead. 
Let us look at the tax side. 

The Democrats claim that they sup
port research and development as a 
way to promote economic growth in 
job creation. But then they ignore the 
President's proposal to extend the tax 
credit for research and experimen
tation. 

The Democrats claim they are con
cerned about health care for working 
Americans, but they they ignore the 
President's proposal to extend the 
health insurance deduction for the self
employed. 

Let us look at the spending side. The 
Democrats claim they are concerned 
about rising unemployment. Then they 
cut funds from the President's budget 
needed to administer unemployment 
compensation. 

The Democrats claim they are con
cerned about investments, but they cut 
drastically funds from the President's 
budget for science and research. And, 
finally, the Democrats claim they are 
concerned about the environment, but 
you would not know it based on their 
budget, since they cut from the Presi
dent's budget critical funding needed 
to protect endangered species, conserve 
and restore wetlands, protect wildlife 
refuges, and achieve reforestation. 

Yes, there are spending increases in 
education in the Democratic budget, 
although without any educational re
form. But they do it by cutting in the 
areas of administration of unemploy
ment compensation, conservation and 
environment, and science and research. 

·When you look at these differences 
between the two budgets, they are 
small, but they are significant. And the 
differences favor our voting for the 
President's budget. 

Mr. PANETTA. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
2 minutes to the distinguished gen
tleman from Ohio [Mr. PEASE], who is 
also a member of the Budget Commit
tee. 

Mr. PEASE. Mr. Chairman, I rise in 
support of the Budget Committee's 
budget and opposed to the Gradison 
substitute. I would like to begin by 
congratulating our chairman, the gen-

tleman from California [Mr. PANETTA] 
for an excellent job. This is my first 
year on the Budget Committee. I have 
been very impressed with the job that 
he has done in leading the committee. 

I would also like to congratulate 
President Bush for using real numbers, 
honest numbers, in his budget for the 
first time in 8 years under Republican 
administrations. And I would like to 
congratulate the President for coming 
up with a budget which is reasonable 
enough that the Republican Members 
of the House do not feel they have to 
run away from it. That is real step for
ward. 

Last fall we spent a lot of time talk
ing about fairness in trying to put to
gether a budget summit agreement. I 
think it is a real achievement of last 
October's agreement that we insisted, 
especially in the area of taxes, on fair
ness across the income spectrum. 

This year there are not huge dif
ferences between the President's budg
et and the Democratic one, but there 
are real differences and they speak to 
fairness. 

The Bush-Gradison plan would cut 
back on Medicare, veterans' programs, 
guaranteed student loans, foster care, 
maternal and child health programs, 
community development block grant 
programs, community services block 
grant programs, low-income energy as
sistance and, yes, trade adjustment as
sistance, the only program to help 
workers who lose their jobs because of 
trade. 

Let us look especially at the area of 
taxation. No one has mentioned it on 
the floor today, but the Gradison sub
stitute picks up the President's rec
ommendation for a lower rate on cap
ital gains, a rate proposal that provides 
$11 billion in benefits, almost exclu
sively to high-income Americans. 

That is not consistent with the fair
ness doctrine they adopted last fall. We 
ought to reject the Gradison sub
stitute. 

Mr. PANETTA. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
2 minutes to the gentleman from Mis
sissippi [Mr. ESPY], another distin
guished member of the Budget Com
mittee. 

Mr. ESPY. Mr. Chairman, I am here 
at this moment to speak on behalf of 
rural Americans and the 27 percent of 
our population who still proudly live in 
America's small cities and towns. And 
in that regard, I am happy to rise and 
I have to rise in opposition to the 
President's budget and in support of 
the committee resolution. But I am 
proud that we are h.aving this debate 
because it serves to highlight the dif
ferences between the President's budg
et and the committee resolution, and, 
oh, there are so many deep differences. 

Mr. Chairman, rural America is 
drowning in a sea of troubles, and that 
is certainly no exaggeration. So the 
question quite simply for this national 
ship of state is whether we will throw 
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out a life preserver or a millstone. 
Quite simply, in my opinion, the Presi
dent's budget constitutes a millstone 
around the neck of rural America. Why 
do I say that? 

I think that these reductions are se
vere and very deep. There is a $500 mil
lion reduction for the discretionary 
programs serving rural America. There 
is a $400 million reduction in rural 
housing loans. There is a huge reduc
tion in farm ownership and operating 
loans. There is a 25-percent reduction 
in rural water and waste disposal 
grants, when we have communities 
around our Nation where folks still live 
without running water and indoor 
plumbing. 

There is a $125 million reduction in 
rural development direct loans for 
water and waste, for community facili
ties and business and industry projects. 
The President, in his proposal, tried to 
means test certain agricultural pro
grams which in my opinion, Mr. Chair
man, will serve to drive farmers off the 
land, into bankruptcy, and will se
verely impact the degree to which they 
can repay their farm loans. 

In addition, the President proposes to 
terminate the Economic Development 
Administration and the Appalachian 
Regional Commission. Quite simply, 
Mr. Chairman, I would say that the 
President's proposal is really a mill
stone. We ought to defeat it and pass 
the committee resolution. 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. The 
Chair wishes to state that the gen
tleman from California [Mr. PANE'ITA] 
has 29 minutes remaining, and the gen
tleman from Ohio [Mr. GRADISON] has 
28 minutes remaining. 

Mr. GRADISON. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield 3 minutes to the gentleman from 
Texas [Mr. ARMEY], a member of the 
Budget Committee. 

Mr. ARMEY. Mr. Chairman, I thank 
the gentleman for yielding this time to 
me. 

Mr. Chairman, let us take a moment 
to examine what it is we are asking the 
Members of this House to choose be
tween today. 

This is the President's budget. It was 
submitted in compliance with the law 
on February 4. It is a very detailed 
budget, full of hard choices, tough deci
sions, and real numbers. In fact, the re
alism of the President's budget has 
been applauded by everybody today, 
and it has been applauded by the Wash
ington Post, I am told. This is a real 
budget proposal, with real numbers and 
a real analysis. It is concrete, it is de
tailed, and it exists. It has been here 
since February 4. 

This is the Democrat majority's 
budget. It is built on false economic as
sumptions and on optimistic economic 
assumptions and faulty methodology. 
It represents a system of priorities and 
values. It was based on a specious anal
ysis of inequity or alleged inequity of 
income distribution in America. It de-

pends on the Congressional Budget Of
fice, which shows itself to be incapable 
of even the most rudimentary eco
nomic analysis. In fact, it is mys
ticism. 
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That is it, pure and simple. Now, we 

have been hearing an awful lot about 
who is being fair to who around here in 
this budgetary process. Surely it is 
true when you take 25 percent of the 
Nation's GNP away from the American 
people who built it, who earn the 
money in making it, and put it in the 
hands of Government, that is not fair. 
That is not fair to anybody. 

Then when you reallocate, redistrib
ute that 25 percent of the GNP from 
these people instead of these people, 
somebody gets hurt and somebody gets 
helped. We are all bleeding our hearts 
with somebody else's money over who 
gets hurt around here, and nobody has 
spoken for the beleaguered taxpayer. 

I know about that man and that 
woman who are working to support 
their children that the gentlewoman 
from Colorado [Mrs. SCHROEDER] talked 
about so passionately earlier. I am that 
man, and I am married to that woman, 
and we have five children in college. 
Times get tough. We sit down and we 
work through our budget, just as the 
gentlewoman from Colorado [Mrs. 
SCHROEDER] said. We do not ask what 
are we going to get from the Govern
ment. We ask what will the Govern
ment leave us of the money we worked 
so hard to earn? 

That is compassion. Is it fair for the 
working men and women in this coun
try to be left a greater share of the 
money they earn on behalf of their 
children and a greater degree of free
dom and privilege and responsibility as 
parents to decide what is best for our 
children and for ourselves? Is that fair? 
I think that is fair. Or would we rather 
turn our money and our children's des
tiny over to the Government? I think 
not. 

Mr. Chairman, I say vote for the 
Gradison substitute. 

Mr. PANETTA. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
2 minutes to the gentleman from Vir
ginia [Mr. PAYNE], a distinguished 
member of the Committee on the Budg
et who has worked on veterans issues 
for the committee. 

Mr. PAYNE of Virginia. Mr. Chair
man, I rise in opposition to the Gradi
son substitute and in support of House 
Concurrent Resolution 121, as passed 
by the Budget Committee. 

As a veteran and a former member of 
the Veterans' Affairs Committee, I 
would like to share with you some 
things I have learned about veterans' 
medical care. 

The veterans population is aging as 
our World War II and Korean War vet
erans have reached or are approaching 
retirement age. As a result, the de
mand for VA medical services has in-

creased. The number of outpatients 
treated by the VA has risen 25 percent 
over the last 10 years, and the number 
of veterans receiving nursing home 
care has risen 41 percent . . Yet, the vet
erans medical care budget has declined 
relative to the growth of general medi
cal costs. In constant dollars, the vet
erans medical care budget has in
creased by 6 percent over the last dec
ade, while general per capita medical 
costs have grown 48 percent. 

When I go back to my district, the 
veterans I have spoken with are wor
ried about long waits for outpatient 
treatment, a shortage of hospital beds, 
and the closing of parts of hospitals. I 
am sure many of you have heard simi
lar stories. 

Yet the President's budget does not 
include adequate funds to address this 
problem. The 4-percent increase given 
for veterans' medical care is still $23 
million less than what is needed to 
cover general inflation and is even 
more inadequate when you consider 
that medical costs are rising roughly 11 
percent this year. We cannot continue 
this 10-year trend of not allowing vet
erans medical care spending to keep up 
with the needs of our veterans. 

The committee budget begins to ad
dress this problem. Funding for veter
ans medical care is increased above the 
amount necessary to cover general in
flation. These funds are needed to ad
dress the growing medical needs of our 
veterans. 

Our veterans did not turn their backs 
on us when we needed them. We should 
not turn our backs on our veterans 
when they need us. If you want to 
make a real, tangible commitment to 
all of our veterans who have sacrificed 
for us, reject the Gradison substitute 
and vote for the committee budget. 

Mr. PANETTA. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
2 minutes to the distinguished gen
tleman from California [Mr. FAZIO]. 

Mr. FAZIO. Mr. Chairman, I come to 
the well today with gifts for my Repub
lican colleagues. There is a great pro
pensity to wear yellow buttons, as all 
Members know, celebrating victories. 
Here is an opportunity for my Repub
lican colleagues to celebrate another 
victory today, a yellow button that 
says, "I voted for the President's budg
et." 

Mr. Chairman, we are hopeful that 
all Republicans who have spoken so 
eloquently for it today will proudly put 
that button on and follow their dic
tates when we have an opportunity an 
hour from now to register the prior
ities of the two political parties. Be
cause the gentleman from Texas [Mr. 
ARMEY] is correct: the budget is the ul
timate political document. It expresses 
the priorities and values of the people 
who submit them. 

The red, white, and blue document 
we are about to vote on is the Presi
dent's priority. Soon we will have a 
chance to vote on the beginning of a 
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blueprint for America's budget that 
will be offered by the Democrats. 

Mr. GRADISON. Mr. Chairman, if the 
gentleman would yield, I just wanted 
to thank the gentleman. 

Mr. FAZIO. Mr. Chairman, I am 
happy to be thanked. I will yield for 
that purpose alone. 

Mr. GRADISON. Mr. Chairman, we 
are going to need a lot of those but
tons. 

Mr. FAZIO. We do have a lot of them. 
They are all going to be worn, I am 
sure. We look forward to the Repub
licans validating the fact that they 
want to cut $25 billion out of Medicare 
over the next 5 years. 

Mr. Chairman, the Republicans came 
to the budget negotiations last year 
suggesting we cut $90 billion out of the 
Medicare budget. They were prevented 
from doing that, of course. But this is 
nothing new, because over the last 15 
years proposals from · Presidents 
Reagan and Bush, from 1981 through 
1995, would have cut almost $200 billion 
out of the Medicare Program. 

Mr. Chairman, this is part of a tradi
tion. We think the votes today will 
validate their historic lack of commit
ment to the needs of middle income el
derly in this country, low-income el
derly, and even, frankly, some who 
might be able to afford a little more. 

Mr. Chairman, veterans will appre
ciate noticing those wearing yellow 
buttons. For those who want to get on 
with the business of bringing Head 
Start to every young American child, 
they have an opportunity to see which 
side Republicans and Democrats are 
on. The yellow buttons are a signal, a 
beacon, which I think will be very in
dicative of the personal values that we 
bring to this budget debate. 

Mr. Chairman, . I look forward to 
being clear about who cares about 
America's elderly and America's chil
dren. This debate is all about that, and 
these buttons will indicate which side 
one is on. 

Mr. GRADISON. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield 4 minutes to the gentleman from 
Arizona [Mr. KOLBE], who appears to be 
having some trouble getting one of 
those buttons. We very sincerely would 
like to wear them on our side. I just 
hope there are enough of them to go 
around. 

Mr. KOLBE. Mr. Chairman, I would 
yield to the ranking Republican on the 
committee, the gentleman from Ohio 
[Mr. GRADISON], for a response. 

Mr. GRADISON. Mr. Chairman, seri
ously looking at this budget, I did not 
see the union bug on it. I will not dwell 
on that. Maybe the gentleman from 
Texas [Mr. STENHOLM] would want to 
say something about the subject 

Mr. Chairman, I do want to comment 
very briefly about the Medicare Pro
gram. Of course, we are concerned 
about Medicare, because if the hospital 
insurance trust fund stays on auto
pilot, it is going to go bankrupt within 

15 years. We are concerned enough to 
ensure the elderly that there is going 
to be money in the future to pay for 
their hospital bills under Medicare. 

The changes which have been made 
in recent years, including those made 
last year, with the broad support, I 
might add, on the Democrat side of the 
aisle, were directed at the providers, 
not at the beneficiaries, who are pro
tected. That is also true with regard to 
the proposals made by the President, 
the $25 billion we are hearing so much 
about. That is virtually all directed at 
providers. The beneficiaries are not 
only protected, but we are as anxious 
to protect them as you are. 

0 1600 

Mr. KOLBE. Mr. Chairman, I want to 
thank the gentleman for his comments 
in that regard. 

Mr. Chairman, I do rise in support of 
the President's budget proposal, the 
Gradison substitute. Since I do, I am 
very proud to be sporting the button. 
Thank you, Mr. FAZIO, for bringing the 
buttons to us here today. 

Let me make it clear at the outset 
that both budget proposals that we are 
considering here today have more 
spending in them than I would like to 
see. But that was an issue we decided 
last fall in the budget summit agree
ment. The Congress agreed to the caps 
in defense and the domestic discre
tionary and international affairs ac
counts. While those caps may have 
been higher than I would have liked to 
have seen, that is the reality of what 
we are dealing with today. 

At the outset we can say both of 
these budget proposals come within 
those budget caps. So within those con
straints what we must examine are the 
differences between these proposals. 
People watching this debate might be 
excused for being a little bit confused. 
We have heard that the differences are 
large, we have heard that the dif
ferences are small; we have heard that 
the differences are significant, and we 
have heard that the differences are in
significant. I guess it is all a matter of 
whether you look at the glass as being 
half full or half empty, because I guess 
you could see it both ways. The dif
ferences are small in one sense, but 
they are also significant. 

Candidly, and this is the first point I 
would like to make, quite candidly on · 
the numbers side the differences are 
small. There is no way of getting 
around it, they are really ridiculously 
small in terms of the dollar amounts. 
In fact, there is a $3 billion net dif
ference between the President's and 
the majority's budgets, and that is less 
than two-tenths of a percent of the 
total spending that is proposed this 
year. And the Democratic majority's 
budget changes only 62 of the 1,005 do
mestic discretionary accounts. 

The second point is that there are 
some differences in priori ties. First of 

all, the cuts, where there are cuts on 
the majority's budget, they are unspec
ified. People are always griping in this 
body about the Appropriations Com
mittee being given too much latitude, 
and yet here we are telling the appro
priators: "You decide where you are 
going to make these cuts because we 
are not going to do it." 

The third point that I would like to 
make is that the cuts, where we do see 
them specified, are as the gentleman 
from New York [Mr. GREEN] said, very 
much the seed corn of the United 
States. The cuts are in our science and 
R&D accounts. The increases are ap
plied kind of across-the-board to a 
whole series of accounts that we all 
would agree are good, to alcohol, drug 
abuse, mental health programs, Head 
Start. Take the alcohol and drug abuse 
and mental health programs. There it 
goes from $3,079,000,000 to $3,099,000,000 
or less than a third of a percent of an 
increase. But the cuts, the cuts in the 
R&D and science, those are significant. 

The fourth point I would like to 
make is that the Democrats have relied 
on a rosy scenario. Surprise, surprise. 
In the past we have always accused the 
Office of Management and Budget of 
relying on too rosy a scenario. Here it 
is the other way around, and the result 
is $431 million less for the Unemploy
ment Compensation Administration 
than is going to be necessary if their 
projections and assumptions are wrong. 

The bottom line, Mr. Chairman, is 
that none of us should issue any lauda
tory press releases about either of 
these budget proposals, but on balance 
I think the President's budget is more 
realistic, and it is more fair. 

Mr. PANETTA. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
2 minutes to the distinguished gen
tleman from Minnesota [Mr. OBER
STAR], a member of the Budget Com
mittee. 

Mr. OBERSTAR. Mr. Chairman, I 
thank the gentleman for yielding me 
this time. 

Mr. Chairman, the House Budget 
Committee offers the House a reinvest
in-America budget, an opportunity to 
renew and rebuild the basic transpor
tation structures that support the 
great engine of growth that is our na
tional economy. 

On the eve of consideration by the 
Surface Transportation Subcommittee 
of the Committee on Public Works and 
Transportation, chaired by our col
league, the gentleman from California 
[Mr. MINETA], the committee is pre
pared to reauthorize the Nation's high
way, bridge and mass transit programs 
for the next 5 years. This Democrat 
budget gives the Public Works and 
Transportation Committee the budget 
authority and outlay figures needed to 
fulfill some $80 billion in construction 
requirements to keep our transpor
tation portfolio modernized and com
petitive and progressive. 
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the highway program and actually cuts 
mass transit. It will not lift us beyond 
gridlock. It will not lift us into a more 
progressive future of growth and eco
nomic expansion. Only in aviation does 
the President's budget match the 
House Budget Committee's resolution 
and keep pace with the system's users 
and with the legislation Congress en
acted last year to draw down the sur
plus in the aviation trust fund and in
vest those moneys in safety and system 
capacity expansion and enhancement. 

If Members want to move forward, if 
they want to move beyond gridlock, be
yond decay and decline of our Nation's 
basic infrastructure facilities, if they 
want to lift this country forward and 
into progress and growth over the next 
5 years and into the latter part of this 
decade, · then defeat the President's 
budget and vote for the House Budget 
Committee's resolution which moves 
us on the right path and keeps us in 
the direction of rebuilding the Nation's 
portfolio of major infrastructure re
quirements. 

Mr. GRADISON. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield 3 minutes to the gentleman from 
New York [Mr. HOUGHTON], a member 
of the Budget Committee. 

Mr. HOUGHTON. Mr. Chairman, I 
thank the gentleman for yielding me 
this time. 

Mr. Chairman, lots of Members have 
been speaking on the budget today. It 
has really consumed the whole day and 
it goes the way of all budget discus
sions. I never knew a budget that was 
a happy affair. It is just like taking 
castor oil. You do what you have to do 
although you do not like it. 

But in the process, the budgeting 
really is to determine the room in 
which we can operate during any set 
given time, and that is this next year. 
That room really was designed for us 
last year by the budget summit. 

So what we can say is we are really 
putting our finishing touches on it. 
And what does that mean in terms of 
numbers? Let us not talk about Medi
care, let us not talk about health, let 
us not talk about education. That was 
all decided. We are talking about six
tenths of 1 percent as far as the ex
penses are concerned, so really our 
work is done. 

But is it? I wonder. Frankly, I do not 
think so. 

You see, we have only decided to talk 
about the expense side of the budget. 
VVhat about the revenues? I bet there 
are only a handful of people in this en
tire city who know what the revenues 
are expected to be in the latest fore
cast. Let me tell Members what they 
are. 

Last year in January, the revenue es
timate was about $1,200 billion. That is 
the income coming in under which our 
expenses rest. Then when the budget 
summit was agreed on, and this is by 
the CBO figures, those revenues had 

risen to $1,220 billion roughly. Then in 
January, the latest cut at this thing, 
the CBO says that they are now $1,170 
billion, which means that since the 
budget summit was agreed upon, and 
we are only talking about the fringes 
now, the expense side, our revenues 
have fallen $50 billion. 

So what do we do when revenues fall? 
If anyone has set up a budget over the 
year, they know you do two things. 
You either cut the expenses or you try 
to increase the revenues. 

This House has decided today not to 
try to cut the expenses. It had two op
portunities to do that and it decided 
not to. So the only thing left to do is 
to try to stimulate the budget and the 
economy with the money that we do al
ready have, and try to boost the econ
omy, boost jobs, boost business, and 
therefore boost our revenues. 

We just cannot say the work was 
done. Certain things have to be done 
now. As everyone knows, the devil is in 
the details, and I submit the Gradison 
substitute budget does just this. 

Let me add that frankly the only 
businesses that are growing in this 
country, to my knowledge, are busi
nesses which have an edge, and they 
are the businesses which export. Those 
are the businesses which have a tech
nological advantage. 

VVhat does the Gradison substitute 
do? It increases research and develop
ment, it improves competitiveness, it 
helps the National Science Foundation. 
There is not much room, but there is 
some, and we must use it wisely, and 
frankly, the Gradison substitute does 
that. 

I urge Members' support for the 
Gradison substitute. 

Mr. PANE'ITA. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
5 minutes to the distinguished gen~ 
tleman from lllinois [Mr. RosTENKOW
SKI], chairman of the Committee on 
Ways and Means. 

Mr. ROSTENKOWSKI. Mr. Chairman, 
I rise in strong opposition to the Presi
dent's budget which is before us today 
in the form of the Gradison amend
ment. 

Last year was a difficult one for the 
Congress and the President. We strug
gled with a host of complicated, con
tentious issues, the most important of 
which was finding a multiyear response 
to our Nation's deficit problem. In the 
end, on a bipartisan basis, Congress 
arid the President made a deal that will 
produce real deficit reduction over the 
next 5 years and--we thought at the 
time--eliminate for this year, another 
contentious and counterproductive 
budget debate. 

That is why I am especially disturbed 
by the President's budget proposal. In 
my view, it breaches the 5-year budget 
deal we negotiated last year. The cuts 
to Medicare and foster care would be 
particularly devastating. The Presi
dent achieves deficit reduction by pro
posing yet again items that have been 

soundly rejected by the Congress on a 
bipartisan basis in the past. He and his 
advisers know full well that these 
warmed-over proposals are unlikely to 
be passed this year. His budget also un
necessarily reignites the tax fairness 
debate and plays favorites with certain 
of the expiring tax provisions. 

Let me highlight the most serious 
shortcomings of the President's budget 
and the Gradison amendment. 

MEDICARE 

Our budget agreement last fall in
cluded specific, painful reductions in 
Medicare, totaling $43 billion over the 
5-year period. We met those targets in 
the reconciliation bill and understood 
that no further Medicare reductions 
would be necessary for deficit reduc
tion purposes in fiscal years 1992 and 
1993. That was the deal we all sup
ported. 

Now the President and his budget ad
visers ask us to cut another $25 billion 
out of Medicare. Let me be clear: I will 
not agree to an additional $25 billion of 
Medicare reductions this year. They 
are unfair to millions of Americans 
who rely on Medicare for their health 
coverage and to the providers of those 
services who have assumed that last 
year's budget deal set the rules of the 
game for the immediate future. I have 
two specific concerns: 

First, the President's budget pro
poses over $20 billion in Medicare pro
vider reductions over the next 5 years. 
These cuts would be in addition to the 
$34 billion in provider reductions 
adopted as part of last year's budget 
deal. Of particular concern is the $8 bil
lion cut in funds for indirect medical 
education. This cut would hit hardest 
inner-city hospitals that have the high
est rates of bad debt and charity care 
in the Nation because they serve so 
many uninsured patients. America's 
hospitals are providing $10 billion in 
charity care and deserve better treat
ment. 

Second, the President's budget is re
plete with the usual array of tired old 
proposals fpr raising revenues and re
ducing Medicare costs that have been 
rejected time and again by Congress, 
often on a bipartisan basis. Proposals 
like requiring State and local employ
ees to pay Medicare taxes are 
nonstarters. They have been rejected 
repeatedly in the past. They will be re
jected again this year. When we 
brought State and local employees into 
the Medicare system in 1986, we made a 
compact by grandfathering all existing 
employees. In the interest of fun
damental fairness, the Congress has re
jected the administration's repeated 
attempts to break that deal. It is time 
for the administration to get the mes
sage--a deal is a deal. 

FOSTER CARE 

The President's policies for helping 
abused and neglected children are also 
disappointing. 
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children have been getting a raw deal 
from Uncle Sam. This is especially true 
of abused or neglected children. We've 
all read stories about the lives these 
children lead. Crack cocaine is just the 
most recent of the many burdens we 
have asked them to shoulder. It doesn't 
take any great imagination to realize 
that the deck is stacked against these 
kids. The only consistent support they 
can count on is the support they get 
from foster parents. Take away $2 bil
lion from foster care programs, as the 
President has proposed, and you take 
away the last bit of hope for a lot of 
troubled kids. 

This proposed funding cut is not only 
unjust; it is foolishly shortsighted. 
Money spent on these kids today is an 
investment in the future, not a hand
out. It means that they have a better 
chance of leading productive adult 
lives. Without this chance, it's safe to 
say that the money saved today will be 
lost many times over tomorrow. 

On this score, the budget resolution 
reported by the House Budget Commit
tee is far superior. It shifts priorities 
from the President's budget, investing 
more in education and other programs 
of critical importance to children. By 
contrast, the President's budget offers 
no solid proposals for preparing poor 
kids for school, stemming the flow of 
abused kids into our foster care sys
tem, or improving the nutrition of 
America's children. The answer this 
administration offers is unresponsive, 
not kinder and gentler. 

By rejecting the Gradison amend
ment, investing carefully now, and 
paying for those investments today, we 
will improve the country that our chil
dren and grandchildren will inherit 
from us. 

OTHER ISSUES 

Finally, Mr: Chairman, let me make 
a few general comments about the 
President's revenue proposals and 
other issues raised by the budget reso
lution. 

By again proposing to reduce the cap
ital gains tax rate, the President has 
chosen to reignite the tax fairness de
bate and other· distributional issues. 
Reducing the capital gains tax rate 
will cost the Treasury money without 
enhancing economic growth or produc
tivity. It primarily helps the rich who 
had a pretty good 10 years and don't 
need the additional help. 

I would also note that the President 
has played favorites with the list of tax 
provisions scheduled to expire at the 
end of this year. For example, he h~s 
proposed to make permanent the R&D 
tax credit but has suggested 1-year ex
tensions of other popular provisions 
like the low-income housing credit. If 
we are going to walk down this road of 
selectivity, we best have good reasons 
for our decision to treat one expiring 
provision more favorably than another. 

It is not clear to me what the Presi
dent's reasons are. 

For instance, I recently wrote Treas
ury Secretary Brady inquiring about 
the administration's official position 
on the current exception from the al
ternative minimum tax under section 
57(a)(6) of the Internal Revenue Code 
for gifts of appreciated tangible per
sonal property which is due to expire 
at the end of this year. I specifically 
asked whether the exception should be 
broadened to include charitable con
tributions of other appreciated prop
erty, such as the gift of appreciated 
stock or real estate to educational in
stitutions. Last year, the administra
tion took the position during the 
House-Senate conference on the budget 
reconciliation bill that the limited ex
ception contained in the Senate bill for 
gifts of appreciated tangible personal 
property should be expanded to a 
broader universe of appreciated prop
erty. 

Thus, it came as quite a surprise to 
me that the President's budget for fis
cal year 1992 did not contain any rec
ommendation for an extension or ex
pansion of the current limited excep
tion beyond this year. Since the admin
istration specifically recommended the 
permanent extension of the R&D tax 
credit, and the temporary extension of 
five other expiring provisions, I hope 
that the Secretary will clarify for me 
whether the omission from the Presi
dent's budget of the current exception 
means that the administration has 
changed its position from last year or 
the omission is an oversight. 

With regard to funding of the Inter
nal Revenue Service, I would note that 
the budget resolution reported by the 
House Budget Committee provides $179 
million more for fiscal year 1992 than is 
available this year. The resolution also 
assumes that, in accordance with the 
Budget Enforcement Act of 1990, an ad
ditional $172 million in budget author
ity can be added in fiscal year 1992 for 
any compliance initiative, making the 
total additional funds equal to $351 
million. The President's budget would 
have provided an extra $622 million in 
budget authority for fiscal year 1992. 

I am concerned that the budget reso
lution reported by the House Budget 
Committee does not authorize ade
quate funding for the Internal Revenue 
Service and may impair the Service's 
ability to improve tax administration 
in fiscal year 1992. I have three specific 
concerns: modernization of IRS infor
mation systems, audits of high-income 
taxpayers and corporations, and reduc
tion of the accounts receivable inven
tory. 

One-quarter of the President's re
quested increase in IRS funding would 
be dedicated to modernization of anti
quated and inadequate information 
systems. Without these funds, the IRS 
and taxpayers will be forced to rely on 

a labor-intensive and paper-driven Fed
eral tax system designed for the 1950's. 

Further, at funding levels below the 
President's request, needed improve
ments in the IRS's audit program are 
unlikely. Today, the IRS examines 50 
percent fewer upper income taxpayers 
and 30 percent fewer corporations than 
it did a decade ago. Meanwhile, IRS ex
pects to question 50 percent more 
working men and women about their 
tax returns. This is neither balanced 
nor fair and is unacceptable to me. 

In addition, at funding levels below 
the President's request, it is doubtful 
that the IRS will undertake additional 
efforts to reduce its $100 billion ac
counts receivable inventory. That, 
quite simply, translates to lost reve
nues that we can ill afford to forgo. For 
all these reasons, I hope that our House 
conferees on the budget resolution will 
return with additional budget author
ity for IRS administration. It's an in
vestment well made. 

On the issue of Social Security ad
ministrative expenses, I am pleased 
that the budget resolution reported by 
the House Budget Committee accepts 
the President's full request of $2.54 bil
lion for the old-age, survivors, and dis
ability insurance programs. This 
amount, which is $246 million above 
the freeze level, will help the agency 
deal with a rising backlog of unproc
essed disability claims and ease the fi
nancial pressure on thousands of dis
abled children and adults who are wait
ing for benefits across the country. 

Mr. Chairmav.. I am profoundly dis
appointed in the President's budget 
proposal. I expected better: More rec
ognition of the difficult task we 
achieved by approving last year's budg
et compromise and more creative solu
tions to the problems that remain be
fore us. I hope we see better from this 
administration in the weeks and 
months ahead. 

I urge my colleagues to vote "no" on 
the Gradison amendment. We can and 
will do better. 

0 1610 
Mr. PANETTA. Mr. Chairman, I yield 

2 minutes to the distinguished gen
tleman from Indiana [Mr. SHARP]. 

Mr. SHARP. Mr. Chairman, the 
President this year has put back on the 
national agenda a critical issue with 
respect to energy. Regrettably, his 
budget advisers have not listened to his 
energy advisers, and the Committee on 
the Budget here in the House has wise
ly come forth with a far more impor
tant and realistic proposal when it 
comes to how we are going to invest 
our money on these critical issues. 

First and foremost, let me indicate 
that we are taking a step here in con
trast to what the administration is ad
vocating to see to it that we continue 
to build our strategic petroleum re
serve, which is the most important pro
tection for jobs and consumers when 
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it in January and helped rescue us 
from a clear and dramatic price in
crease that started the night before 
when the war started. Regrettably, he 
did not use it last fall when we might 
have protected our economy from a 
higher price that we paid for several 
months. Mr. Chairman, we are going to 
fill that reserve to have it available for 
future crises. 

Mr. Chairman, second, we have a sit
uation in which this country is losing 
its edge technologically, and through
out the energy budget proposed by the 
House of Representatives Committee 
on the Budget, we will begin back on 
the track of advancing that cause. We 
are going to do it in the area of renew
able energy resources which we need 
desperately in this country and around 
the world. We are going to do it in up
grading our fossil fuel energy uses, our 
production facilities, and how we use 
fossil fuels. We are going to do it by 
promoting alternative-fuel vehicles 
that the President wants to have hap
pen but this budget takes seriously and 
will help make happen. 

Mr. Chairman, over and over again 
we are going to face in the future the 
problems of addressing how to have 
prosperity without poisoning ourselves, 
and that requires a skillful energy pol
icy that helps advance technology for 
that purpose. 

We can, and this budget helps us, 
move forward on the goals of making 
us economically competitive for the 
next century, making:ure we are pro
tecting our health in e next century 
and making sure we a vance American 
technology. 

Mr. GRADISON. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield 2 minutes to the gentleman from 
Washington [Mr. CHANDLER]. 

Mr. CHANDLER. Mr. Chairman, I 
rise in support of the Gradison amend
ment in the nature of a substitute. 

Mr. Chairman, last year Congress 
agreed to a budget reconciliation pack
age that would reduce the deficit, real
izing, of course, that this goal is only 
achievable if spending is brought under 
control. I supported the agreement last 
year, and I commend the Gradison 
budget for living within that agree
ment. 

The goals of the Gradison amend
ment are commendable as well as real
istic. While the committee budget 
stresses fairness for all Americans and 
appears to target working families, it 
fails to identify where the unspecified 
reductions will come from or to include 
growth-oriented tax proposals. The 
Gradison amendment, on the other 
hand, rightfully extends tax credits 
which stimulate the economy and en
courage savings and investment at a 
time when we need it most. 

Such critical tax provisions include 
the extension of the research and ex
perimentation credit and health insur
ance deduction for the self-employed. 

The extension of these and other tax 
provisions are important public policy, 
and the budget of the United States 
should include them. 

It is easy in a debate like this to 
criticize · specifics, and that has been 
going on on both sides. However, I 
must say that the Gradison amend
ment, representing the President's 
budget, is honest. It is consistent, and 
it is fair, and it will, if enacted, lead 
toward a balanced budget. 

Mr. PANETTA. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
1112 minutes to the gentlewoman from 
Ohio [Ms. OAKAR]. 

Ms. OAKAR. Mr. Chairman, I rise in 
opposition to the Gradison amendment 
because of the cuts in veterans' bene
fits, Medicare, and education. 

Mr. Chairman, I would like to turn to 
another topic, the NASA budget. I real
ly believe the space station is critical 
to our Nation's ability to lead the 
world in high technology and our abil
ity to compete economically against 
other nations. 

My understanding is that the budget 
resolution before us today contains 
funding for function 250 programs in
cluding NASA-related activities which 
totals approximately $17.7 billion. This 
amount is approximately an 8-percent 
increase over last year, but more than 
$1 billion less than the President be
lieves is needed to maintain America's 
all-important leadership in space, 
science, technology, and industry. 

Mr. Chairman, I would ask the chair
man, the gentleman from California 
[Mr. PANE'ITA], are these figures cor
rect? 

Mr. PANETTA. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentlewoman yield? 

Ms. OAKAR. I am happy to yield to 
the gentleman from California. 

Mr. PANETTA. They are correct. 
Ms. OAKAR. In the gentleman's opin

ion, would America profit scientif
ically, educationally, industrially, 
from increased funding for function 250 
programs beyond the committee's pro
posed level of funding? 

Mr. PANETTA. If the gentlewoman 
will yield further, obviously, this is an 
area where we were faced with con
straint within the priorities that were 
established, and clearly we want to 
make these investments. We have 
made about $1.1 billion above the Presi
dent in science and technology and 
about another $200 million in R&D en
ergy, but this is also an area for con
cern. 
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This is also an area for concern. 
Ms. OAKAR. Would it be the gen

tleman from California, Mr. PANE'ITA's, 
intention to seek to achieve sufficient 
funding for Function 250 and NASA to 
maintain our leadership in space, 
science, technology, and industry when 
this budget resolution is taken to con
ference with the Senate? I always 

worry about the Senate, as the chair
man of the committee knows. 

Mr. PANETTA. If the gentlewoman 
will continue to yield, my intention is 
obviously to try to find sufficient fund
ing for this whole area, in the total 
area of space, science, and technology 
based on requirements with other pri
orities. 

Ms. OAKAR. Mr. Chairman, I want to 
thank the chairman of the Committee 
on the Budget. I am proud to represent 
a NASA site at Lewis Research Center 
in Cleveland. 

Mr. PANETTA. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
2 minutes to the distinguished gen
tleman from California [Mr. MINETA]. 

Mr. MINETA. Mr. Chairman, I rise in 
opposition to the amendment offered 
by the gentleman from Ohio [Mr. 
GRADISON]. 

Mr. Chairman, it is true that the 
President's budget proposal supports 
the high performance computing ini
tiative and includes modest funding in
creases for important programs such as 
the Defense Advanced Research 
Projects Agency, and the National In
stitute of Standards and Technology. 

However, President Bush's proposal 
fails to support other critical areas 
such as job training and vocational 
education that are vital to the world's 
transition from an era of military con
frontation to one of economic competi
tion. 

SCIENCE, SPACE, AND TECHNOLOGY 

Some have argued that this budget 
resolution does not make explicit 
tough choices. Many of the same Mem
bers have then complained that this 
budget cuts space spending. Well, that 
is but one of the explicit tough choices 
that this budget resolution makes. 

However, this budget does not pro
vide less funding for science, space, and 
technology. It provides less funding 
than the President in space, but it pro-' 
vides more for science and technology 
here on Earth. 

Mr. Chairman, the Budget Commit
tee proposal is exceptional for the at
tention it devotes to enhancing inter
national competitiveness. 

The United States must promote 
such emerging technologies as semi
conductors, x-ray lithography, and 
high definition systems that will form 
the backbone of every conceivable in
dustry. 

The committee resolution provides 
significantly more than the President 
for research in the Defense Advanced 
Research Projects Agency [DARPA], 
for DOD Manufacturing Technology, 
Science and Engineering Education, 
and Engineering Support Technology
Defense Department programs that 
work. The committee provides more 
for the Advanced Technology Program 
and the Competitiveness Council in the 
Commerce Department. The committee 
provides more for Department of Edu
cation math and science education and 
vocational education programs. And 
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the committee provides more for re
search at the National Institutes of 
Health, and for research in alternative 
fuels, fuel conservation, and environ
mental protection. These increases, 
coupled with increases equal to the 
President for the National Science 
Foundation and the important tech
nology and manufacturing programs 
within the National Institute of Stand
ards and Technology [NIST], including 
increased funding and loan authority 
for the Advanced Technology Program 
within NIST, leaving the committee 
resolution way ahead of the President 
in science and technology. 

Space spending gets a full increase 
for inflation-not a cut. If we had more 
money to spend, we might well choose 
to increase space spending even more. 
But space exploration can wait-our 
children can't. 

Mr. Chairman, I urge my colleagues 
to oppose the amendment offered by 
the gentleman from Ohio and to sup
port the Budget Committee resolution. 
Despite the budgetary constrictions 
facing the Congress and the Nation, the 
Budget Committee has developed a pro
posal that will provide businesses with 
the atmosphere and confidence to 
make decisions for the future. 

Mr. PANETTA. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
1 minute to the distinguished gentle
woman from Indiana [Ms. LONG]. 

Ms. LONG. Mr. Chairman, I rise in 
opposition to the President's budget 
and in support of the committee's 
budget. I think that both the Presi
dent's budget and the committee budg
et are thoughtful efforts, neither of 
which contain tax increases. However, 
the committee effort prevails as a fair
er budget for most Americans, and I 
also believe for American businesses, 
in the long run. 

First, the priorities contained in the 
committee resolution really make 
·more sense and provide for a fairer 
treatment of this Nation's elderly, vet
erans, farmers, and average Americans. 
The resolution places a greater com
mitment to health programs, to edu
cation, to drug enforcement, energy, 
transportation, and competitiveness. 

Second, it is better for American 
business because the committee resolu
tion places a greater priority on im
proving our work force through job 
training which will increase U.S. com
petitiveness internationally and it 
places an emphasis on basic research in 
the education of the maths and 
sciences. 

Finally, it will assist business be
cause it places a strong emphasis on re
building the critically needed infra
structure and transportation systems 
of this Nation to prepare us for the 21st 
century. 

The President's budget is a good ef
fort but I have to conclude that the 
committee resolution makes more 
sense for our country. 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. (Mr. 
MAZZOLI). The gentleman from Ohio 
[Mr. GRADISON] has 16 minutes remain
ing, and the gentleman from California 
[Mr. PANETTA] has lOlh minutes re
maining. 

Mr. GRADISON. Mr. Chairman, I 
would like to advise the Chair that I 
am reserving most of my time for the 
closing statement by our leader, the 
gentleman from Illinois [Mr MICHEL]. 

Mr. PANETTA. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
2 minutes to the distinguished gen
tleman from Illinois [Mr. DURBIN]. 

Mr. DURBIN. Mr. Chairman, if the 
issue on this budget resolution is 
whether or not a Member should vote 
for it, I ask them to apply this cri
terion, this guideline. If the No. 1 issue 
in the minds of America today is 
health care, the yardstick to be applied 
to this budget offered by President 
Bush, as opposed to the Democratical
ternative, makes a very clear choice. 
On the issue of health, the D&emocratic 
budget does the following: Where Presi
dent Bush cuts $25 billion from Medi
care over the next 5 years, the Demo
cratic budget does not. The net impact 
of that means, for hundreds of thou
sands of senior citizens across America, 
they will continue to have access to 
quality, affordable health care. Fur
thermore, if a person lives in the part 
of rural America as I do, it means that 
those hospitals which are struggling to 
survive will have a chance. Under the 
President's budget, they will not. 
Under the Democratic budget, they 
will. 

However, the assistance for health 
care does not end with senior citizens. 
The Democratic budget also puts 
money into the WIC Program. We have 
heard about it on the floor. The WIC 
Program is a nutrition program for 
children and young mothers, an effort 
to make certain that as the mothers 
are pregnant, and in the early years of 
the lives of the children, they receive 
appropriate nutrition so that they can 
grow up heal thy. Our budget, of course, 
targets full funding for WIC by 1996. 
The President's budget does not. 

Childhood immunizations: There is 
no more cost-effective way to improve 
the health of America today than to 
make certain that every child, every 
infant, is immunized against major dis
eases. Most middle American families 
take it for granted their children will 
get these shots. If a person happens to 
live in a poor family, or in a remote 
rural area, they may not have a chance 
to get the shots. When the child pre
sents himself to kindergarten, it is the 
first time that they get a chance to be 
immunized. This bill introduced on the 
Democratic side puts $50 million more 
into child immunization. It means for 
350,000 children in America, they will 
get this protection. 

If the issue is health care, the vote is 
clear. Vote no on President Bush's 

budget, vote yes on the Democratical
ternative. 

Mr. PANETTA. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
2 minutes to the distinguished gen
tleman from Texas [Mr. STENHOLM], a 
member of the Committee on the Budg
et. 

Mr. STENHOLM. Mr. Chairman, it is 
no secret that there have been a num
ber of House budgets in the past, which 
this Member has not been able to 
warmly embrace. Back in my office, I 
have a drawer full of alternative budg
et proposals which I and other mem
bers of conservative Democrat forums 
have offered during the 1980's. 

No such alternative emerged from 
the file drawer during this year's budg
et debate for one primary reason: The 
gentleman from California [Mr. PA
NE'TTA], chairman of the committee and 
the Committee on the Budget success
fully crafted a document which begins 
to reaffirm what the entire Democratic 
Party is all about. We have created a 
budget which is both caring and re
sponsible. In doing so, we have shown 
the inclusiveness of our party. 

This year in the Committee on the 
Budget we learned a new word: 
"prioritization." We recognized that if 
we were able to achieve full funding for 
programs which have proven them
selves as worthwhile and cost effective, 
we must decide at the same time which 
programs will receive smaller increases 
or be eliminated. 

We are beginning to learn that we 
cannot do everything for everybody. 
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We must resolve to do even more and 

to do certain things as well as possible. 
For example, experts tell us that the 
earliest influences on a child's life 
makes some of the biggest differences 
in his or her successes. That is why I 
believe in targeting money for Head 
Start and WIC. 

Furthermore, when it comes to fair
ness, there were two areas in which I 
felt it was particularly important to 
reject the President's budget. 

First, I opposed the President's cut of 
$25.2 billion additional in Medicare. My 
colleague earlier stated that the Demo
cratic budget does nothing for eco
nomic growth. In rural areas which de
pend fully on their hospitals for any 
economic growth, an additional cut of 
$25 billion without a plan would have 
been devastating. 

Now, I agree we need to make cuts in 
this area, but we need a plan that cuts, 
not another cut with no plan. 

The second area had to do with in
fant mortality. To his credit, the Presi
dent proposed increased funding to ad
dress this issue, but focused that 
money on urban areas alone. In the 
Budget Committee, we affirmed that 
rural infants are just as precious as 
urban infants and we increased infant 
mortality programs without geographi
cal or other prejudice. We also refused 
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to pay for this funding by cutting from 
effective programs such as community 
and migrant health centers or mater
nal and child health care. 

I make this point specifically, be
cause as you look around for solutions 
to the health care problems of this 
country, ·when we look around the 
country whether it is urban or rural, 
we find that one of the most successful 
programs are community and migrant 
health centers. They deliver the health 
care cost efficiently, and yet the Presi
dent suggested taking money from that 
and moving it into another area, and I 
think that is a legitimate area of dif
ference. 

I urge rejection of the President's 
budget and support of the Democratic 
alternative package. 

Mr. GRADISON. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield such time as he may consume to 
the gentleman from Florida [Mr. 
Goss]. 

Mr. GOSS. Mr. Chairman, I rise in 
support of this amendment. 

Mr. Chairman, Harry Truman made famous 
the fact that "the buck stops here" on a Presi
dent's desk-what President Truman did not 
say is that the buck starts here in Congress. 
And these days there are entirely too many 
bucks involved. I think most would agree that 
managing the national budget-or should I say 
bringing it under control-is the most impor
tant task that the American people sent us 
here to do. I take my hat off to the Budget 
Committee and its leadership for the job they 
are trying to do-provide for all the needs and 
wants while still balancing the budget and 
erasing the deficit. We all know this cannot be 
done unless Congress makes some fun
damental changes. People in my district were 
not favorably impressed with our budget effort 
last year. They were even less impressed with 
the results. They know there is still tremen
dous waste in government-waste which the 
GAO estimates at $180 billion per annum. I 
am asked, "Is this Congress also going to 
dance to Lawrence Welk?" I fear that many 
think it does, and not many are ready to buy 
into the proposition that this year's Congress 
will really meet its challenges head on-that 
this year Congress will cut out the deficit, strip 
out the pork, stamp out the redundancies. 
There are not many believers-and rightly 
scr-because nothing we are going to vote on 
today comes close to those goals. But at least 
the Presidenrs budget attempts to shift focus 
and prioritize spending within some limits. It 
begins to make some of the hard choices. I 
urge support for the President's budget be
cause it is the safest port for the American 
economy in the fiscal storm that is blowing. 
But it is not enough. We cannot pass any of 
the budget choices available this year and go 
away satisfied that our work is well done. The 
taxpayers-the people we work for-are ask
ing for less waste, less spending, and a bal
anced budget. Why can we not do better? 

Mr. GRADISON. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield such time as he may consume for 
a closing statement to be made by the 
distinguished gentleman from illinois 
[Mr. MICHEL], our Republican leader. 

Mr. MICHEL. Mr. Chairman, I obvi
ously rise in support of the President's 
budget. While this pin I hold which 
states "I voted for the President's 
budget," is in the past tense; we will 
vote for the President's budget and be 
mighty proud to wear it for the balance 
of the day and well into next week. 

May I at the very outset pay my 
compliments and thanks and apprecia
tion to the distinguished gentleman 
from Ohio [Mr. GRADISON] who· this 
year took over the reins as our ranking 
member on the Budget Committee 
from the gentleman from Minnesota 
[Mr. FRENZEL] who left the Congress 
after serving with such distinction. 
And then, too, I would like to thank 
my leadership appointee, the gen
tleman from North Carolina [Mr. Mc
MILLAN]. I thank these gentlemen for 
the great job they have done, and all 
the Members, particularly on our side 
of the aisle, who serve on the Budget 
Committee. 

The g tleman from California [Mr. 
DANNEM YER] had his own substitute. 

The gentleman from Ohio [Mr. KA
SICH] had his own substitute. 

They are very conscientious, hard
working Members, and frankly, prob
ably there are several others who have 
some reservations about the Presi
dent's budget because they are hard
liners when it comes to spending. They 
have proposed spending levels less than 
what the President had proposed. The 
point is they do it in good sincerity be
cause when the roll is called on appro
priation bills, you are going to find 
those two gentlemen also voting 
against increased spending. They do it 
with good conscience and I respect 
those Members. I voted for one sub
stitute, voted against the other, be
cause I thought it was a bit too ex
treme. 

I am most happy to rise at this time 
in support of the President's budget, 
because it possesses three cardinal vir
tues of a good budget: It is inclusive in 
scope, specific in detail, and honest in 
its assumptions. 

The President's tax policy encour
ages competitiveness, encourages sav
ings, although not as much as some of 
us would like because it is limited 
under our given set of circumstances, 
and then aids first-time homebuyers 
and stimulates economic growth. 

In the work last year on that tortur
ous budget trail when we had so much 
dissension within our ranks and so 
much controversy, we did at least es
tablish specific budget caps. 

The committee this year was under 
some wraps, no question about it, be
cause we all wanted to hold fast to 
what we had agreed to last year. That 
was a 5-year agreement and I think we 
can conclude that 3 years of that agree
ment is solid; the other 2 may be open 
to conjecture. I applaud everyone for 
having held to the general principles of 
that agreement. 

Now, the President's budget provides 
us with specifics, such as a permanent 
extension of the research and experi
mentation credit. Here is a proposal 
that some can say is inappropriate for 
these times. I happen to think the ex
tension of the R&E credit is good even 
in a recessionary period so that we 
keep on the front edge of research and 
development. We never want to be sec
ond best. 

I think having concluded, for exam
ple, the recent war in the Persian Gulf 
as expeditiously as we did is due in no 
small measure to the fact that we have 
been out on the cutting edge of sci
entific research and development. We 
do not want to lose that advantage. 
The R&E credit is one of the most ef
fective tools in allowing U.S. compa
nies to compete in the world market. 

The President has the courage to 
confront the crucial and politically 
sensitive question of Medicare cost 
containment. 

A recent report by the Advisory 
Council on Social Security states the 
hospital insurance fund will be out of 
funds by the year 2006. 

We all know that Medicare is pro
jected to grow by nearly 12 percent this 
coming year. 

I am reminded of a recent conference 
in my home community with rep
resentatives from the Canadian plan, 
the American Medical Association, the 
Chrysler plan, and several other busi
ness plans and labor plans. The con
ference was held by an organization 
called the Peoria Area Labor-Manage
ment Group, in which we were all try
ing to come to grips with the crisis of 
rising medical costs. 

If we do not make some adjustment 
Medicare costs will continue to sky
rocket. 

So we cannot put it off to another 
day or simply sweep it under the rug. 

The President's proposal would save 
about $3 billion in this area. Thes~ cuts 
do not add to the burden of needy bene
ficiaries. Those earning more than 
$125,000 annually would be required 
under the President's budget to pay 
higher premiums. 

I have to ask Members, those of us in 
that salary bracket, is there any good 
reason for the Federal Government to 
be subsidizing our Medicare premiums? 
Of course not. If we would just face up 
to this fact we could do so much more 
for those less fortunate. 

The Medicare system is self-destruct
ing before our very eyes. Unfortu
nately, the majority in its budget has 
chosen to ignore the clear danger sig
nals about the health of Medicare. 

Let us look at the Democrat budget 
for a moment. It is incomplete and 
very mysterious when it comes to tell
ing us where money for new programs 
will come from. In fact, it deserves the 
title the "Agatha Christie Budget," 
since it contains so many mysteries 
about funding levels. 
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We hear of expanded unemployment 

benefits, of the Mickey Leland nutri
tion bill and an expanded Medicad Pro
gram. But how will all these new 
spending programs be paid for? 

The majority's answer, a nice smile, 
a shrug, silence, giving the phrase "si
lent majority" quite frankly a richer, 
deeper meaning. 
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Defense spending and international 
affairs numbers are treated by the 
Democrats the same as in the Presi
dent's budget. 

But the Democrats tell us, as they al
ways tell us, that they are more com
passionate than all the· rest of us. Do 
you want to know what their vaunted 
compassion amounts to in this budget? 
I think the distinguished gentleman 
from Ohio and others on our side have 
pointed out that of the $1.4 trillion 
budget they are moving around some
where between $3 billion to $10 billion. 
That is big money, even back in Peo
ria, believe me, no question about that. 
But it is less than 1 percent of the total 
budget we are talking about here. 

Now, if that is compassion, I would 
hate to see what neglect looks like. 

And even here they fail. The Commit
tee on Appropriations will reshuffle 
these priorities when they begin work 
on the annual appropriations bills. The 
committee is not bound by the prior
ities assumed in the budget resolution. 

The Democrats' budget only gives us 
the good news, the programs which in
crease, telling everybody what we are 
going to do for them. Not what it is 
going to cost or what they might have 
to take away. These increases are paid 
for by freezes or across-the-board cuts 
in programs, frankly affecting the en
vironment, the administration of jus
tice, general Government functions, as 
well as large cuts in the area of space, 
science, and technology. 

Mr. Chairman, the President's budget 
complies with last fall's budget en
forcement procedures. I am grateful for 
that, because it was a tortuous trail 
with which we ended the session last 
year. Many of us were disillustioned 
because of the trauma that resulted 
from those negotiations. 

But I will tell you the one thing that 
we did really preserve out of that expe
rience was a set of meaningful spending 
caps. While some would say they are 
too high, nevertheless there ought to 
be a ceiling. If we can do less than 
that, well and good. But I want to be 
calling the roll on appropriations bills, 
the 13 general appropriations bills, and 
just see who antes up at that time on 
levels of spending below those spending 
caps. 

There is increased funding in the 
President's budget for education, Head 
Start, the WIC Program, drug preven
tion programs, the National Institutes 
of Health, the National Science Foun-

dation, aviation, highways, law en
forcement programs. 

You can always argue, "Oh, there 
ought to be more." Sure, shoot the 
moon. You know, there are no inhibi
tions on the part of some. But I say 
that the President's budget is a good 
budget. 

It provides funding for space pro
grams where the United States can 
seize the initiative in the race for the 
future. 

These programs keep us on that 
sharp cutting edge and push out the 
frontiers of knowledge and science, and 
I think we all benefit from that. 

So I would urge my colleagues to 
vote for the President's sensible, re
sponsible, and, yes, responsive budget. 

Mr. Chairman, I reserve the balance 
of my time. 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore (Mr. 
MAZZOLI). The gentleman from Ohio 
[Mr. GRADISON] has 5 minutes remain
ing. 

Mr. GRADISON. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield back the balance of my time. 

Mr. PANETTA. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
such time as he may consume to the 
gentleman from Pennsylvania [Mr. 
KOLTER]. 

Mr. KOLTER. Mr. Chairman, I rise in 
opposition to the Gradison amendment. 

Mr. Chairman, the time has now come for 
tax fairness. For almost 11 years, working 
Americans have been cast aside as the 
wealthy and the powerful have been given 
greater means to accumulate wealth. 

But now, as we prepare to vote on this 
budget, we must stand prepared to restore 
budget fairness to the American people: To 
American working people, senior citizens, our 
children, to our veterans, our farmers-to 
every American. 

The administration's budget does not re
store fairness. The President's budget cuts 
Medicare; it cuts veterans programs; it cuts 
guaranteed student loans, and foster care and 
maternal and child health care. It cuts commu
nity development block grants and community 
services block grants. The President's budget 
cuts low-income energy assistance and rural 
development, and cuts child nutrition and Pell 
grants for families with incomes as low as 
$23,500. 

It is obvious then, that those of us here in 
the House of Representatives, the House of 
the people, must reject the President's budget 
because it is not fair. It does not help America. 

We must reject the $25 billion in Medicare 
cuts the administration proposes and support 
increases for Social Security and Medicare. 

We must reject the administration's call for 
veterans cuts and support a $1.1-billion in
crease for veterans medical care, veterans re
search, and claims processing. 

Surely if we can fund war, if we can fund 
smart weapons, if we can fund foreign rebuild
ing efforts, then we can bear the financial bur
den to care for those men and women who 
put their lives on the line in the recent war in 
the Persian Gulf and in our past conflicts. 
Smart weapons will not operate without men 
and women operators. Smart tanks must be 
manned with smart personnel. 

We must support our men and women com
ing home from the Persian Gulf. We must sup
port our troops now with this budget. 

We cannot turn our backs on our veterans 
any more than we can turn our backs on our 
farmers. 

The spending plan of the House Budget 
Committee, which I support, includes $704 
million more than the President's budget does 
for rural programs. This plan includes $239 
million more than the President proposes for 
rural housing loans. If this country cannot help 
rural working families and farmers obtain 
housing, then what is it we can afford? 

In addition, the Budget Committee has ear
marked a $2-billion increase in low-income 
housing and homeless programs, with in
creases in low-income energy assistance and 
other community services. 

In closing, Mr. Chairman, we must return 
fairness to the budget. We must end tax cuts 
for the rich. We must level the playing field in 
America. We must help those Americans who 
have not benefited from large inheritances or 
sweetheart deals. 

To restore fairness we must end the eco
nomic aristocracy in America. If this is the 
people's House, then we must begin the 
1990's with this budget. Vote here and now for 
fairness: Fairness to America's working fami
lies, farmers, seniors, and veterans. I ask my 
colleagues to support the House Budget Com
mittee proposal and reject the administration's 
hurtful budget. 

Mr. PANETTA. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
the balance of my time to the distin
guished majority leader, the gentleman 
from Missouri [Mr. GEPHARDT]. 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. The 
distinguished majority leader is recog
nized for 6 minutes. 

Mr. GEPHARDT. Mr. Chairman, first 
I want to congratulate the chairman of 
our Budget Committee and all of the 
members of the committee for all of 
the hard work that was done to put 
this budget together. I want to con
gratulate them for their timely work. 
This is a budget that comes almost ex
actly on time, which is something that 
we have not always been able to do. 
For that I appreciate the efforts that 
everyone made. 

I want to pay special homage to the 
chairman of the committee, who is one 
of my close friends and, I think, one of 
the most able Members of this House. 
He performed ably when we had the 
budget summit last fall, and he has 
continued to do that on behalf of the 
committee and on behalf of the Demo
cratic Party in the House of Represent
atives. I do not think we could have a 
better chairman of the Committee on 
the Budget than the gentleman from 
California [Mr. PANETTA]. 

I think he has performed with excel
lence and with a real sensitivity to
ward the needs of our country. I con
gratulate him for the product that the 
committee produced. 

Mr. Chairman, most of the time in 
the past we have not had a discussion 
between the merits of two plans. In 
some of the years past we just had one 



8478 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-HOUSE April17, 1991 
plan and the Members only got to vote 
on one plan, maybe with some amend
ments, but essentially there was not a 
debate between the two parties, be
tween two visions of where the country 
should go. 

I understand that the differences in 
terms of dollars may not be as large as 
sometimes in the past, because we had 
a budget summit and we have caps and 
we have targets, and obviously the dif
ferences may not be that great in 
terms of dollars. But I submit that the 
difference between these two budgets, 
these two visions of where the country 
should go in the next year, is great and 
that Members will be casting in the 
next few minutes perhaps the most im
portant vote that you will cast for the 
rest of this Congress because you will 
be voting on a blueprint, a roadmap 
that we will be following in the appro
priations process for the next 3, 4, and 
5 months. 

To me there are two major dif
ferences between these proposals. The 
first major difference has to do with 
what the President's proposal does to 
middle-income Americans. There are 
three things that, if you vote for the 
President's proposal, you are voting to 
do to middle-income working families. 

The first thing, of course, is Medi
care. The President's proposal cuts an 
additional $25 billion out of the Medi
care Program. It affects 34 million peo
ple. And, yes, it can be said, it is only 
cuts in hospitals and physicians. But 
everybody here knows that those cuts 
on hospitals and physicians wind up 
being borne by the Medicare recipients, 
the senior citizens who get the benefits 
of that program. 

We had this debate last fall. The 
budget summit agreement that we 
came back with had heavier cuts in 
Medicare. Many of us voted for that 
budget summit agreement. It was the 
will of the Congress and ultimately the 
President last fall that we would not 
cut Medicare to that level; that was 
the decision we made. And now, a few 
short months later, the President and 
many Members on the other side are 
coming back with the proposal that 
goes back to the levels that the Con
gress and the country refused last fall. 
I think we should stick with the deci
sion that we made. It was tough to 
make it; we made it. How can we jus
tify to the Medicare recipients now 
that we want another $25 billion back 
and we are going to cut out of their re
imbursement for hospitals and doctors? 

Yesterday I talked to a senior citizen 
who said she has to worry every day 
whether she has enough money to eat. 
It seems to me those are not the people 
that we should be trying to cut. 

Second, student loans; if you adopt 
the President's proposal, you are going 
to cut 200,000 student loans for families 
that are middle-income families. In 
fact, arguably they are even falling out 
of the middle-income category. 
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If there is anything we know, we 

need to educate our youngsters to com
pete in the world economy which we 
are going to be competing in. The last 
thing in the world we need to be doing 
is making it harder for middle-income 
kids to get a college education, but 
that is what the President's budget 
does. 

Third and finally, there is the re
newed call for a cut in the capital gains 
tax. I do not think we need to go back 
through this argument, but I am just 
going to take one more minute to do it. 

We had this argument at the budget 
summit. We decided, as a Congress and 
as a people, we were not going to cut 
the taxes of the wealthiest of Ameri
cans, that, if we are going to have a tax 
cut in the future, and I hope someday 
we can, that it should be focused at 
middle-income families that are 
squeezed in this country that are expe
riencing economic pain and difficulty. 
But yet, in light of that, the President 
comes back with the proposal that 
says, "Let's give a tax cut, not to mid
dle income Anierica, but to the top one 
in five and 10 percent of taxpayers." 

Mr. Chairman, I say to my col
leagues, "If you vote for the Presi-

·dent's proposal, you're voting to put 
that proposal in place. If you vote for 
the Democratic proposal, you're not 
voting to put that proposal in place." 

Finally, I want to talk about the pri
orities that are in this budget. It may 
not be huge dollars, however, as my 
colleagues know; only in Washington 
would we say that $3 billion or $10 bil
lion is not a lot of money. To everyone 
else in America, to everyone else in the 
world, it is a heck of a lot of money, 
and what the approach of the commit
tee does, and the reason it is better, is 
that it recognizes what I think we have 
got to be recognizing in this country 
about where we want this country to 
go, and what we want it to be, and 
what we want it to do. 

At every town hall meeting I have, 
someone in the back stands up and 
says, "Congressman, how am I going to 
compete against somebody in Mexico 
or Malaysia who is willing to work at 
a job like the one I'm doing for 50 cents 
an hour, and I'm being paid $12 or $15 
an hour?" I call it the $64 question of 
the 1990's. 

We are going to have a Mexican free 
trade issue in front of us in a few days, 
and the issue there will be: How do we 
compete against countries that have a 
much lower standard of living? The an
swer I give my constituents is, the only 
honest answer we can give is, "If 
you're going to be paid $15 an hour, 
you've really got to produce $15 an 
hour more than the person you're com
peting against.'' 

How in the world, if that is what we 
want to do, and I think that is what we 
want to do as a people, we want a high
wage/high-skilled society, but we will 

never achieve it unless we are willing, 
in a budget like this as our Committee 
on the Budget did, to make a change in 
priorities, even if it is $10 billion or $5 
billion, and say, "Yes, we're going to 
put more money in Head Start so that 
kids are ready to go to school to get 
the education, to be competitive with 
the Japanese and the Europeans in
stead of being competitive with Third 
World countries." 

Yes, we are going to realize the 
President's national education goal. 
We are not just going to talk about it. 
We are going to do it. We are going to 
make it happen. Yes, we are going to 
put more money into job training. Yes, 
we are going to put money into nutri
tion programs and programs for women 
and infants so we can have the healthy 
people to compete. Yes, we want a 
high-wage/high-skilled society. That is 
the kind of country that we want it to 
be 10 and 20 years from now. 

Mr. Chairman, that is what this deci
sion is about, and so I come today to 
say, "Vote for a budget that helps av
erage, ordinary, middle-income, work
ing families and help the future citi
zens of this country have the ability to 
compete, not against people that are 
working for 50 cents and a dollar an 
hour, but are competing against people 
who work for $20, and $30, and $50 an 
hour. We can do it if we have the cour
age today to vote for a budget that will 
make it happen." 

Mr. MATSUI. Mr. Chairman, before us today 
is the President's budget proposal, which is 
being offered by the Republicans as a sub
stitute for the resolution agreed to by the 
Budget Committee. I think it is significant that 
the Republicans are willing to offer the Presi
dent's budget this year. It is significant, I be
lieve, because it shows us how similar the two 
resolutions before us today are. 

I will vote against the Republican substitute 
and for the Budget Committee resolution, but 
this is not a great test of wills and values. The 
budget agreement enacted last year does not 
allow us to make great decisions regarding 
spending priorities-whether to increase do
mestic spending and decrease defense ex
penditures. Those decisions were set for the 
next few years for us by the 1990 budget res
olution. 

As Members of Congress, we should step 
back and consider how we have come to be 
in this position. During the 1980's, Congress 
failed to live up to efforts to restrain Federal 
spending. We went through two incarnations 
of the Gramm-Rudman-Hollings balanced 
budget law before we realized that threats of 
across-the-board cuts alone would not reduce 
the size of the deficit. Gramm-Rudman did not 
work. Every time it got tough, every time Con
gress was faced with choosing between prior
ities, we backed off. 

Now we are faced with truly hard choices. 
Defense spending is coming down because 
the specter of international relations has 
changed. We are no longer concerned with 
building up arms to defeat the Soviet threat. 
As Members of Congress the decisions we 
must now make are not between guns and 
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butter, but rather how we will divide up the 
stick of butter. We must now decide whether 
the importance of funding infant mortality pre
vention outweighs the importance of building 
highways and bridges. We must choose be
tween biomedical research that could save 
lives and space research. These are truly hard 
decisions, yet last year's budget resolution lets 
us largely abdicate the responsibility for mak
ing these decisions until 1993. 

Many speakers over the last 2 days have 
exhorted us as to how these two resolutions 
differ. They do differ, but the margin of flexibil
ity allowed by the 1990 budget resolution does 
not really allow us to develop a sweeping 
blueprint of national priorities. The Democratic 
budget resolution does target areas that I be
lieve should receive funding priority, such as 
education, infant mortality prevention, medical 
research, and nutrition programs. And while 
there is a difference in how the Democrats 
and the Republicans have enunciated their pri
orities, there is not that much to distinguish 
these two proposals. 

What stands out in the Democratic budget is 
that we have rejected the cuts in entitlement 
programs put forth by the President in his res
olution. These cuts in Medicare, child welfare, 
and other programs would be devastating to 
both the integrity of the programs and those 
they serve. The Presidenfs recommendation 
for cuts of $25.2 billion in Medicare over 5 
years would have had a catastrophic effect on 
a program that had seen dramatic cutbacks 
over the past 1 0 years. 

I think the committee took the right step in 
rejecting the President's request to take 
money from programs such as the maternal 
and child health block grant and community 
and migrant health centers-programs that de
signed to stem the growth in infant mortality
and use those funds to pay for a new infant 
mortality initiative. Instead, the committee 
rightly restored funds for these two programs, 
and used funds from the President's request 
to supplement them. 

I am pleased to see increases in programs 
that I view as priorities, such as Head Start, 
maternal and child health care, and education. 
But shifting these few funds from one domes
tic program to another does not solve the big
ger problems that lie before us. 

Mr. Chairman, choosing one budget resolu
tion over another today will not solve these 
problems. We must stick to our resolve to ob
serve the limits of last year's budget agree
ment and commit to making solid and lasting 
deficit reduction during the 1990's. I urge my 
colleagues to vote against the Gradison 
amendment and to support the budget resolu
tion put forth by the House Budget Committee. 

Mr. KYL. Mr. Chairman, I rise in opposition 
to both the Gradison substitute and the budget 
resolution reported by the Budget Committee. 
Both alternatives are based upon last year's 
budget agreement, which was nothing more 
than a blueprint for higher taxes and higher 
Government spending. 

I voted against the budget agreement last 
fall because I didn't believe it would in fact re
duce the deficit, and we all know now it hasn't. 

In its fiscal year 1991 budget submission, 
the administration projected total deficit spend
ing over the next 5 years at $62.5 billion. By 
contrast, the administration's fiscal year 1992 

budget submission, which was made after last 
fall's budget agreement, and which is em
bodied in the Gradison substitute, projects 
total deficit spending over the next 5 years at 
$865.2 billion. The budget agreement is no 
deficit reduction plan at all. Federal spending 
is soaring out of control. 

If the Budget Committee and Gradison 
plans are adopted, and Federal spending is 
left unchecked, there will no doubt be another 
drive this fall to increase taxes under the guise 
of deficit reduction. That may well be the 
death knell for an economy already 
inrecession. The American people are already 
feeling the pinch of excessive taxation, and 
cannot bear any more. 

This House had an opportunity to adopt ef
fective deficit reduction plans earlier today 
when it took up the Dannemeyer and Kasich 
alternatives. I supported both of those plans. 
They were defeated. 

I urge my colleagues to reject these two ap
proaches so that we can go back and redraft 
an effective deficit reduction plan. We can do 
better. The American people deserve better. 

Mr. LAGOMARSINO. Mr. Chairman, I rise in 
support of the President's budget proposal 
that rec6gnizes the critical need to preserve 
our national security while focusing on the 
most important domestic needs of our country. 

Recent events in the Persian Gulf have 
forced Americans to realize the importance of 
continuing an effective long-term strategy for 
our national defense. While I was encouraged 
by last year's great reforms in Eastern Europe, 
I cautioned then, as I do now, against drastic 
reductions in defense spending. Saddam Hus
sein has reaffirmed our need for a strong and 
effective defense system to protect the inter
ests and ideals of the United States, and I 
urge my colleagues to recognize this critical 
national need. 

I am also strongly in support of the Presi
dent's recognition of the importance of a 
strong, healthy American economy. The Presi
dent's budget provides for the establishment 
of family savings accounts, encouraging all 
American families to open long-term, tax-free 
savings accounts. I also continue to support 
proposals that would lower the cost of capital 
for American businesses. A cut in the tax rate 
on capital gains means more capital available 
to businesses, and that means more jobs 
available to Americans. 

I am especially pleased that the President's 
budget includes my proposal to permit first
time homebuyers to make penalty-free with
drawals from their individual retirement ac
counts [IRA's) to help cover the cost of a 
downpayment. This proposal, which I have in
troduced as H.R. 352 in this Congress, en
courages increased IRA savings while helping 
to combat the skyrocketing cost of housing 
and the growing inability for many Americans 
to own their own piece of the American 
dream. 

Keeping within the strict budget limitations 
needed to reduce the Federal deficit, the 
President's budget sets education, affordable 
housing, and the war on crime and drugs as 
domestic priorities for 1992. I support these 
priorities, along with the implementation of a 
comprehensive national energy strategy that 
focuses on all aspects of our Nation's energy 
needs, and our need to save energy. 

I urge my colleagues to support President 
Bush's budget as it is contained in Mr. GRADI
SON's amendment. 

Mr. PENNY. Mr. Chairman, budget resolu
tions are more than sets of numbers; budget 
resolutions are statements of priority. The 
budget resolution presented by the House 
Budget Committee not only stays clearly within 
the budget caps established by last year's rec
onciliation act, it allows for increased spending 
for education, training, infrastructure, and en
ergy security. It deserves our support. 

The President's budget which is also before 
us today as the Gradison amendment pro
vides for less than an inflation increase for 
education, zeroes out funding for important 
and needed energy conservation programs, 
and orders draconian reductions in Medi
care--even though it was agreed in last year's 
budget agreement that Medicare would not be 
the subject of further reductions. 

The President's budget this year also pro
vides for an explosion of spending for space, 
even though the latest studies show the space 
station may not be feasible for several years, 
and orders the Ways ·and Means Committee 
to reduce capital gains and to increase taxes 
by $3 billion next year. The priorities in the 
Gradison budget neither reflect the budget 
agreement nor the needs of the Nation for re
pair of our education and physical infrastruc
ture and should be rejected by the House. 

The new budget process, with spending 
caps and a pay-as-you-go process for tax ex
penditures and entitlement spending is not a 
perfect process, but it is all we have. The 
committee has been diligent in balancing the 
requests for new spending with the require
ments for fiscal restraint established by the 
new process, and I urge an aye vote on pas
sage and a nay vote on the Gradison-Bush 
budget. 

The CHAffiMAN pro tempore (Mr. 
MAZZOLI). All time has expired. 

The question is on the amendment in 
the nature of a substitute offered by 
the gentleman from Ohio [Mr. GRAm
SON]. 

The question was · taken; and the 
Chairman pro tempore announced that 
the noes appeared to have it. 

RECORDED VOTE 

Mr. GRADISON. Mr. Chairman, I de
mand a recorded vote. 

A recorded vote was ordered. 
The vote was taken by electronic de

vice, and there were-ayes 89, noes 335, 
not voting 7, as follows: 

Archer 
Armey 
Baker 
Ba.rton 
Bateman 
Bereuter 
Bliley 
Broomfield 
Chandler 
Clinger 
Coble 
Coleman (MO) 
Coughlin 
Crane 
Dickinson 
Edwards (OK) 
Fish 

[Roll No. 70] 

AYEs-89 
Franks (CT) 
Gallegly 
Gallo 
Gekas 
Gilchrest 
Gillmor 
Gingrich 
Goss 
Gradison 
Grandy 
Gunderson 
Hammerschmidt 
Hastert 
Henry 
Hobson 
Holloway 
Houghton 

Hunter 
Hyde 
Ireland 
Kaslch 
Klug 
Kolbe 
Lagomarsino 
Lent 
Lewis (CA) 
Lewis (FL) 
Livingston 
Lowery (CA) 
McCollum 
McCrary 
McDade 
McEwen 
McMillan(NC) 
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Michel 
M1ller (OH) 
M1ller (WA) 
Moorhead 
Myers 
Oxley 
Petri 
Porter 
Pursell 
Quillen 
Ramstad 
Regula. 
Rhodes 

Abercrombie 
Ackerman 
Alexander 
Allard 
Anderson 
Andrews (ME) 
Andrews (NJ) 
Andrews (TX) 
Annunzio 
Anthony 
Applegate 
Asp in 
Atkins 
AuCoin 
Bacchus 
Ballenger 
Barnard 
Barrett 
Be Henson 
Bennett 
Bentley 
Berman 
Bevill 
B1lbray 
B111rak1s 
Boehlert 
Boehner 
Bonior 
Borski 
Boucher 
Boxer 
Brewster 
Brooks 
Browder 
Brown 
Bruce 
Bryant 
Bunning 
Burton 
Bustamante 
Byron 
Callahan 
Camp 
Campbell (CA) 
Campbell (CO) 
Cardin 
Carper 
Carr 
Chapman 
Clay 
Clement 
Coleman (TX) 
Collins (IL) 
Collins (MI) 
Combest 
Condit 
Conyers 
Cooper 
Costello 
Cox (CA) 
Cox (IL) 
Coyne 
Cramer 
Cunningham 
Dannemeyer 
Darden 
Davis 
de 1a. Garza 
DeFazio 
De Lauro 
DeLay 
Dell urns 
Derrick 
Dicks 
Ding ell 
Dixon 
Donnelly 
Dooley 
Doolittle 
Dorgan (ND) 

Ridge 
Ritter 
Rogers 
Roth 
Schulze 
Shaw 
Shuster 
Slaughter (VA) 
Smith(TX) 
Solomon 
Spence 
Sundquist 
Taylor (NC) 

NOES-335 
Downey 
Dreier 
Duncan 
Durbin 
Dwyer 
Early 
Eckart 
Edwards (CA) 
Edwards (TX) 
Emerson 
Engel 
English 
Erdreich 
Espy 
Evans 
Fascell 
Fa well 
Fazio 
Feighan 
Fields 
Flake 
Foglietta 
Ford(MI) 
Ford (TN) 
Frank(MA) 
Frost 
Gaydos 
Gejdenson 
Gephardt 
Geren 
Gibbons 
Gilman 
Glickman 
Gonzalez 
Goodling 
Gordon 
Gray 
Green 
Guarini 
Hall (OH) 
Hall (TX) 
Ham1lton 
Hancock 
Hansen 
Harris 
Hatcher 
Hayes (IL) 
Hayes (LA) 
Hefley 
Hefner 
Herger 
Hertel 
Hoagland 
Hochbrueckner 
Hopkins 
Horn 
Horton 
Hoyer 
Hubbard 
Huckaby 
Hutto 
Inhofe 
Jacobs 
James 
Jefferson 
Jenkins 
Johnson (CT) 
Johnson (SD) 
Johnston 
Jones (GA) 
JonestNC) 
Jontz 
Ka.njorski 
Kaptur 
Kennedy 
Kennelly 
K1ldee 
Kleczka 
Kolter 
Kopetski 

Thomas(CA) 
Thomas(WY) 
Upton 
VanderJagt 
Vucanovich 
Walker 
Walsh 
Weber 
Wolf 
Wylie 
Young(AK) 
Young (FL) 

Kostmayer 
Kyl 
LaFalce 
Lancaster 
Lantos 
LaRocco 
Laughlin 
Leach 
Lehman(CA) 
Levin (MI) 
Lewis (GA) 
Lightfoot 
Lipinski 
Lloyd 
Long 
Lowey (NY) 
Luken 
Machtley 
Manton 
Markey 
Marlenee 
Martin 
Martinez 
Matsui 
Mavroules 
Mazzoli 
McCandless 
McCloskey 
McCurdy 
McDermott 

' McGrath 
McHugh 
McMillen (MD) 
McNulty 
Meyers 
Mf'ume 
Miller (CA) 
Mineta 
Mink 
Moakley 
Molinari 
Mollohan 
Montgomery 
Moody 
Moran 
Morella. 
Morrison 
Mrazek 
Murphy 
Murtha 
Nagle 
Natcher 
Neal (MA) 
Neal (NC) 
Nichols 
Nowak 
Nussle 
Oakar 
Oberstar 
Obey 
Olin 
Ortiz 
Orton 
Owens (NY) 
Owens (UT) 
Packard 
Pallone 
Panetta 
Parker 
Patterson 
Paxon 
Payne (NJ) 
Payne (VA) 
Pease 
Pelosi 
Penny 
Perkins 
Peterson (FL) 
Peterson (MN) 
Pickett 
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Pickle 
Po shard 
Price 
Rahall 
Rangel 
Ravenel 
Ray 
Reed 
Richardson 
Riggs 
Rinaldo 
Roberts 
Roe 
Roemer 
Rohrabacher 
Roe-Lehtinen 
Rose 
Rostenkowski 
Roukema 
Rowland 
Roybal 
Russo 
Sabo 
Sanders 
Sangmeister 
Santo rum 
Sarpalius 
Savage 
Sawyer 
Saxton 
Schaefer 
Scheuer 

Dornan (CA) 
Dymally 
Hughes 

Schiff 
Schroeder 
Schumer 
Sensenbrenner 
Serrano 
Sharp 
Shays 
Sikorski 
Sisisky 
Skaggs 
Skeen 
Skelton 
Slattery 
Slaughter (NY) 
Smith(FL) 
Smith (lA) 
Smith (NJ) 
Smith(OR) 
Snowe 
Solarz 
Spratt 
Staggers 
Stallings 
Stark 
Stearns 
Stenholm 
Stokes 
Studds 
Stump 
Swett 
Swift 
Synar 

NOT VOTING-7 
Lehman(FL) 
Levine (CA) 
Udall 

0 1716 

Tallon 
Tanner 
Tauzin 
Taylor (MS) 
Thomas(GA) 
Thornton 
Torres 
Torricell1 
Towns 
Traficant 
Traxler 
Unsoeld 
Valentine 
Vento 
Visclosky 
Volkmer 
Washington 
Waters 
Waxman 
Weiss 
Weldon 
Wheat 
Whitten 
W1lliams 
W1lson 
Wise 
Wolpe 
Wyden 
Yatron 
Zeliff 
Zimmer 

Yates 

Messrs. SKEEN, SENSENBRENNER, 
and SWETT changed their vote from 
"aye" to "no." 

Mrs. VUCANOVICH, Mr. COBLE, and 
Mr. SLAUGHTER of Virginia changed 
their vote from "no" to "aye." 

So the amendment in the nature of a 
substitute was rejected. 

The result of the vote was announced 
as above recorded. 

Mr. BORSKI. Mr. Chairman, I rise in support 
of House Concurrent Resolution 121, the con
gressional budget resolution for fiscal year 
1992. In particular, I am pleased to see that 
this legislation rejects President Bush's pro
posed 5-year, $25 billion Medicare reductions. 

Last year, Congress approved a budget that 
cut Medicare by $43 billion over a 5-year pe
riod. These cuts were painful to both Medicare 
beneficiaries and providers, but were nec
essary to achieve the deficit reduction targets 
mandated by law. 

Despite these reductions, the President's 
fiscal year 1992 budget calls for an additional 
$25 billion reduction for Medicare, over and 
above those mandated last year. While these 
proposed cuts would come mostly from provid
ers, their impact upon our elderly population 
would be severe. 

Mr. Chairman, I represent a district with a 
high proportion of elderly individuals, many of 
whom rely on Medicare to meet the rising 
costs of health care. Many of the hospitals in 
my district rely on Medicare reimbursements 
to provide these individuals with quality health 
care services. Like many urban hospitals 
across the Nation, these hospitals would be 
devastated by further reductions in these pay
ments. 

Nevertheless, the President has proposed 
reducing reimbursements to hospitals by an 
additional $15.9 billion over the next 5 years. 
The President claims that these cuts are de
signed to reduce waste in the Medicare hos-

pital reimbursement system, and would not di
rectly affect beneficiaries. But in the last 2 
years, 500 of our Nation's hospitals have shut 
down, in part because of reduced reimburse
ments. The senior citizens in my district simply 
cannot afford to see any of the few hospitals 
in their community close their doors. 

Fortunately, Mr. Chairman, the Budget Com
mittee has drafted a budget resolution that re
jects the President's Medicare cuts and in
stead focuses on improving the quality of 
Medicare services to the elderly. House Con
current Resolution 121 assumes full funding 
for Medicare, as well as $177 million in addi
tional funding to meet Medicare administrative 
expenses. This increase will allow faster and 
more accurate payment of Medicare claims, 
thereby reducing Medicare program costs in 
the long run. 

Mr. Chairman, we should not unfairly and 
disproportionately single out older Americans 
for enormous domestic spending cuts. I urge 
my colleagues to support House Concurrent 
Resolution 121 because it reduces the deficit 
without jeopardizing the benefits and services 
that our Nation's 35 million Medicare bene
ficiaries rely on the most. 

Mr. COYNE. Mr. Chairman, earlier this year, 
I stated my strong concern that the administra
tion's budget for fiscal year 1992 leaves our 
country unprepared for the future. Our quest 
for budget discipline has left us with a zero 
sum game where for someone to win, others 
must lose. We are playing this game at a time 
when our economy remains in recession and 
the world is experiencing great turmoil, from 
the Middle East to Eastern Europe and the 
Soviet Union. 

My concerns over our misplaced priorities 
has only grown as the full impact of the ad
ministration's budget, if enacted becomes 
more evident. With a majority of states facing 
budget deficits which must erased through 
program cuts or tax increases, the administra
tion's budget would increase these States' fis
cal woes by, for example, reducing funding for 
community development block grants and 
eliminating mass transit operating assistance 
for most large metropolitan areas. 

Last week, the House Budget Committee re
ported an alternative to the administration's 
budget which far better meets the real needs 
of the American people. The House budget 
resolution stays within the spending caps en
acted last year for discretionary spending and 
reaffirms the pay as you go principle for all 
new entitlement programs. At the same time, 
this resolution focuses limited resources on 
programs that affect most directly the quality 
of life for millions of Americans. 

America's children definitely emerge as win
ners under the House budget resolution. This 
resolution calls for an increase of $2 billion 
over current levels-an increase three times 
greater than the administration's-for elemen
tary and secondary education, Pell grants, and 
other basic educational programs. 

We cannot compete in the future if our chil
dren are not prepared for the future programs 
like Head Start prepare children to succeed in 
school, and deserve our support. While the 
administration would wait 50 years before fully 
funding the Head Start Program, the House 
budget would achieve this goal by the end of 
the decade. 
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America's families and working men and 

women clearly benefit from the House prior
ities for the Federal budget. We all want to live 
safely in our homes and in our communities, 
and the House budget add~esses this concern 
by increasing anticrime funding above the ad
ministration's request in a number of areas, in
cluding support for the FBI and the U.S. crimi
nal justice system. The House budget rejects 
the administration's attempt to eliminate ac
cess to Pell grants and child nutrition pro
grams for many middle-class families. The 
House budget protects job training benefits for 
workers who lose their job due to unfair for
eign competition. 

America's cities and States are dealt with 
more fairly. The House budget calls for new 
investments in highways, airports, and mass 
transit-with a $1 billion increase for highway 
obligations, a $1 billion increase for aviation 
and $281 million for mass transit. The House 
budget rejects the adminstration's attempt to 
cut community development block grants by 
$288 million and instead increases funding for 
this program by $1 00 million. 

In addition, communities combating the 
growth of illegal drug activity will benefit from 
an increase of $1.3 billion in Federal antidrug 
spending, with increases for both law enforce
ment and drug treatment at levels above those 
included in the administration's budget re
quest. 

The House budget protects our Nation's 
senior citizens from being among the biggest 
losers under the administration's budget plan. 
The House budget rejects the administration's 
proposal to cut Medicare by $25 billion over 
the next 5 ·years, and contains increased fund
ing for Social Security and Medicare adminis
tration to ensure that seniors receive the ben
efits they deserve. 

There are simply limits to the levels of cuts 
that programs like Medicare can absorb. Last 
year's Budget Reconciliation Act provides for 
$42.5 billion in Medicare cuts over 5 years, 
but this is not enough for the administration. 
The administration shows its lack of concern 
over protecting the health of seniors by re
questing an additional $25 billion in Medicare 
cuts. 

Compared to the administration budget, the 
House budget plan makes the American peo
ple the overall big winners. Still, in today's 
zero sum game, there are still losers. Among 
the losers under both the administration budg
et and unfortunately the House budget resolu
tion are those Americans whose needs will 
likely go unmet because national leaders 
seem afraid to confront the need for new reve
nues. 

Among those losers in the budget are the 
approximately 35 million Americans who have 
no health insurance. The House budget points 
to the need but doesn't follow through by pro
viding hope for millions of Americans who are 
afraid they can't afford to be ill. Neither the ad
ministration nor the House budget offers much 
hope for these Americans. 

The House budget notes that the curr.ent re
cession will likely create a need for extended 
unemployment benefits. In the current eco
nomic climate, it is unfortunate but true that an 
unemployed worker will often exhaust his or 
her benefits before ever finding a new job. 
Still, American workers risk losing in both the 
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job market and in the Federal budget process 
because neither the administration nor House 
budget provides a specific plan to provide ex
tended benefits. 

The House budget notes the possibility of 
acting to meet these needs and others under 
the pay as you go principle, but does not en
dorse any specific action toward that end. 
That decision is left for each Member to con
sider. 

I support the principle of pay as you go. 
Under the Budget Reconciliation Act of 1990, 
pay as you go requires that new entitlements 
be funded either through budget cuts or new 
revenues. The administration has shown its in
terest in continuing to cut programs like Medi
care which have already suffered serious cuts. 

If the administration can revisit programs 
like Medicare for additional cuts, I believe 
Congress should be willing to revisit the ques
tion of additional revenues. There are a num
ber of revenue options the House should con
sider to address the needs of the uninsured, 
the unemployed and other Americans who find 
themselves losers in the current budget de
bate. 

Among these options that should be consid
ered is a surtax on incomes above $1 million. 
During last year's debate over budget rec
onciliation, the Joint Committee on Taxation 
estimated that a 1 0 percent surtax on incomes 
above $1 million would raise $7.6 billion over 
5 years. 

Another revenue raising option with a large 
revenue potential is the value added tax 
[VAT]. Even a VAT which exempted food, 
housing, and medical care would generate 
$31 0 billion over the next 4 fiscal years, ac
cording to the Congressional Budget Office. 
CBO has estimated that adding a 38 percent 
bracket would provide $101 billion worth of 
deficit reduction over 5 years while levying a 
5 percent surtax would shrink the deficit by 
$129 billion. Various energy taxes could raise 
substantial amounts of new revenue while also 
encouraging conservation and a decrease in 
foreign oil imports. 

These and other revenue sources deserve 
serious debate in the House. While that de
bate will unfortunately not take place in the 
context of action on the House Budget Reso
lution, we should remember that the needs of 
our country will not be met until we confront 
our fears over the issue of new revenues. As 
long as we give into the urge to sidestep this 
issue, budget debates will continue to leave 
our Nation unprepared to face the future. 

Mr. WEISS. Mr. Chairman, by now, I hope 
my colleagues are familiar with the sting that 
Americans feel from the effects of the reces
sion. 

Housing starts are down. Unemployment is 
up to 6.8 percent and so are the claims for un
employment insurance. Industrial production 
has also fallen. Businesses are closing and 
credit is tightening. 

These economic indicators bode ill for the 
country when one takes into account the Na
tion's chronic problems, like a failing education 
system, a poor national infrastructure and an 
increasingly expensive health care system. In 
short, the Federal Government's neglect in the 
1980s of these domestic problems has come 
back to haunt us. 

My constituents are asking what I and the 
rest of Congress are doing to ease the pain 
experienced by families across the country. 

Today, by voting on a House budget resolu
tion, we begin to establish what the Federal 
Government's priorities should be in the midst 
of a recession. 

In general, I support the priorities set forth 
in the Democratic budget resolution. 

Democrats are correct to oppose the $25 
billion in additional cuts to Medicare that Presi
dent Bush requested. Democrats are right to 
increase education spending above the rate of 
inflation and to support the Trade Adjustment 
Act, particularly at a time when workers face 
stiff overseas competition. 

But I have reservations too. 
In a strange twist of what President Nixon 

once proclaim~"We are all Keynesians 
now"-Congress and the President are now 
saying, "We are only Keynesians in time of 
economic growth." In essence, that attitude 
abandons, even adulterates, Keynesian eco
nomic principles. Instead of increasing Federal 
spending during times of recessions, Con
gress and the President are bending over 
backwards to cut Federal spending. 

In an economic recession, Federal spending 
should be used to spur further economic 
growth and to keep money in the pockets of 
consumers to maintain demand in the econ
omy. 

What's worse, the President wants not only 
to cut spending but to shift the financial bur
den of Federal programs to local and State 
government. Called the "States-as-lab" experi
ment, it is particularly detrimental to many 
local governments, whose budgets are already 
being stretched beyond their limits. This pro
posal is incredulous given the following: Two
thirds of the 50 States have revenue shortfalls, 
and dozens of cities, like New York, Philadel
phia, and Hartford, are running huge budget 
deficits. 

For instance in New York City, the govern
ment is running a record $1 billion budget defi
cit and, with further Federal cutbacks, it strug
gles to provide the basic services to New 
Yorkers, much less pay for extra financial bur
dens. What experiments does President Bush 
expect from New York City? 

What's more, I suspect President Bush's 
"New Federalism" is a partisan attempt to em
barrass Democratic legislatures and mayors 
across the country. By withdrawing Federal 
support for Federal programs, the President 
has put the burden on these elected officials, 
who are largely from urban Democratic areas, 
to pay more for Federal programs as well as 
pay for much-needed local services, like 
roads, fire safety, police protection, garbage 
collection and education. 

I also am disappointed that Congress has 
not tried to alter the budget agreement that 
forbids the transfer of savings from defense 
spending to domestic programs. This effec
tively disposes of any so-called peace divi
dend, which could help cities and States cope 
with their budget problems, in spite of the fact 
that over $100 billion of the defense budget is 
intended to counter a now, non-existent War
saw pact. 

This aspect of the agreement is even more 
egregious and insensitive during a recession. 
No wonder the American people are becoming 
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disillusioned with government. We hesitate lit
tle to committing hundreds of billions of dollars 
for the S&l bailout and for the war in the Per
sian Gulf, but we balk at spending money to 
meet the desperate needs of the American 
people. 

I raise these concerns in hopes that the 
Congress can act quickly to ease the pain of 
the recession and make the Federal Govern
ment more responsive to the immediate needs 
of Americans. 

I will support the Democratic budget resolu
tion, but I have an eerie feeling that this is the 
way it was in 1931 and 1932 under Herbert 
Hoover. 

Mr. TOWNS. Mr. Chairman, for 8 years, the 
Congressional Black Caucus has brought be
fore this body an alternative view of the fiscal 
priorities of this Nation, in most recent years in 
the form of the CBC quality of life budget. Per
haps the most extraordinary testimony to the 
value of this effort has come in the hundreds 
of inquiries that we have received regarding 
our position on the fiscal year 1992 budget 
resolution and many colleagues in the House 
and constituents around the country looking to 
support a CBC alternative. 

Mr. Chairman, the members of this caucus 
believe that America has the capacity to pro
vide for our national security, and to reduce 
the Federal defiCit while supporting crucial so
cial programs. In our view it is wholly possible 
to achieve these objectives without destroying 
the fabric of the Federal budget process. 

We believe that any budget resolution must 
begin with an unyielding commitment to the 
preservation and enhancement of the human 
and physical resources of this Nation, particu
larly our children. We must advance priorities 
for spending which will expand available 
health care; increase resources for student aid 
and extend teacher training from preschool to 
professional. We must create an adequate 
supply of affordable housing and safe and ac
cessible transportation. We must continue to 
expand our job training programs with skills 
upgrading initiatives and retaining incentives to 
increase workforce diversity and competitive
ness. The Congressional Black Caucus be
lieves that such a commitment will meet the 
moral test of Government and builds a fiscal 
foundation which would support those most in 
need of our help. 

We have had to make very difficult deci
sions. Because of the limitations posed by the 
5-year budget package in relation to spending 
caps and walls which restrict the transferral of 
savings between categories, we have sought 
to reach agreements with the House Budget 
Committee to pursue broad goals and in
creases over baseline for programs consistent 
with the historic positions taken by the caucus 
in previous alternative budgets. Because of 
the truncated nature of the present budget 
process, and the .. abbreviated timetable associ
ated with these deliberations, we have elected 
to offer a statement of spending priorities to 
the House Budget Committee. By this action, 
we are placing a mandate before the Con
gress which demands that we mend the holes 
in the safety net for the poor, the elderly, the 
young, the physically disadvantaged and the 
jobless. 

The House Budget Committee has ern
barked upon a course which makes "fairness" 

and "economic investment in the future of this 
Nation" the focal points of our fiscal agenda. 
There is much to be done. For those who as
sume our labors have ended, be on notice 
that the members of the Congressional Black 
Caucus have redefined their venue of battle. 
We shall engage in these deliberations over 
the long term, in every committee of jurisdic
tion. We ask only that you join in fulfilling our 
responsibilities to these goals by carrying for
ward our budgetary commitments through the 
appropriations process. The only ceilings and 
walls which will exist for those we serve will 
be created by our capacity to meet the needs 
of the American people through compassion. 

Mr. ZIMMER. Mr. Chairman, this is the fiscal 
year in which the Federal budget was sup
posed to be balanced under the initial Gramm
Rudman Act. Instead, what we have is a 
record-setting $378 billion deficit, if you 
inlcude the so-called off-budget items. 

last October, there was another agreement 
reached that was supposed to balance the 
budget by 1995. By December, it was clear to 
the people who had reached the agreement 
that their projected date was unrealistic. 

I say we should get serious about balancing 
the Federal buget, and the way we do that is 
by making cuts that hurt a little bit. 

I am voting for some reductions that I don't 
like, but I think we all have to share a little 
pain if we are to bring our spending in line 
with our revenues. And it isn't that unreason
able to accomplish. All we have to do is slow 
down the growth of spending. 

I believe that the arguments between the 
two sides on the similarities between the ad
ministration budget bill and the Democrafs 
budget bill are moot. Neither side should be 
proud that their package looks like the other's. 
Both provide for a $290 billion defiCit. We are 
already spending 20 cents of every Federal 
dollar to pay the interest on the national debt. 
There is no way that we are going to be able 
to dig ourselves out of this situation if we let 
that debt continue to grow and allow interest 
payments to continue to grow. 

We need a balanced budget constitutional 
amendment; we need a line item veto; and we 
need to reform the congressional budgeting 
process; but what we need more than any
thing is for Members of Congress to say no to 
unnecessary spending, and the time to begin 
is now. 

Ms. HORN. Mr. Chairman, we are address
ing a topic that is part of every decision that 
we make here in Congress-the Federal 
bu_dget. 

last year's budget agreement put Congress 
and the administration in a tough-yet respon
sible-spot with regard to spending policies. 
When a proposal is presented for a much
needed energy policy, we must first ask "How 
much will it cost?" When a proposal is pre
sented for programs to fulfill basic needs for 
food, housing and health care for American 
families and the elderly, we must first ask 
"How much will it cost?" The costs, if we ac
cept the proposal, must be offset by revenues 
or cuts in other programs. As the distinguished 
chairman of the Budget Committee, Mr. PA
NETTA, emphasized in his comments, these re
strictions require us to make some tough 
spending choices. 

In making these choices, the House Budget 
Committee worked with themes of fiscal dis
cipline, fairness in spending, and investments 
in the future for families and the economy. 
These are important themes. The chairman 
should be commended for emphasizing a 
working families budget. 

I think, more and more, we are finding our
selves at a crossroads, Mr. Chairman. Presi
dent Bush talks about the need for a new 
world order. I clearly agree with the President 
that we must build a new international co
operation through competitiveness, trade, anc:t 
diplomatic relations. We must, at the same 
time, strengthen our domestic competitiveness 
through education, worker training, infrastruc
ture, and research and development. I hope 
that the Congress will work closely with the 
administration, in a bipartisan manner, to pur
sue these objectives in a fair and open proc
ess. 

Mr. Chairman, the term "working family" in 
itself is a crossroads for this society. It is not 
beyond any of our memories to reincarnate a 
time when the family did not have to work two 
jobs to keep food on the table, a roof over 
their heads, and adequate health care for their 
children. My district is comprised of many 
such families. It is made up of communities 
that spread outward as population shifted. 
Families moved to these communities so they 
could afford a little bigger home, with a little 
more room for their children. 

Good jobs and good education are primary 
concerns for these families. I strongly support 
the committee's focus on education that in
cludes a shift of $2 billion to learning pro
grams. The resolution provides direction in el
ementary, secondary, and higher education 
through increases in chapter 1 Compensatory 
Education Programs-which emphasize math 
and science-such as Head Start, and adult 
and vocational programs. Both programs are 
important to prepare workers for the tech
nology-based jobs that are a growing part of 
the St. louis economy. 

We must recognize that the most vital com
ponent of a successful company is the quality 
of its work force. If our companies are ex
pected to compete, and essentially regain our 
edge in high technology and biotechnology 
internationally, we must prepare our students 
and our workers as professionals and techni
cians in those areas. We must get our edu
cators and businesses together. 

I have met a number of times with Mon
santo Corp. which is headquartered in my dis
trict, and these meetings emphasized the 
need for scientists and engineers to fill jobs. 
Monsanto works closely with schools in St. 
louis on science fairs, scholarships, and re
search grants. These efforts help, but they are 
not enough. 

The budget resolution matches the Presi
dent's request for the National Science Foun
dation for basic research in universities, and 
exceeds the request for funding the Com
merce Department's National Institute for 
Standards and Technology [Nisn and Ad
vanced Technology Program. Basic research 
in manufacturing technology and technology 
transfer will be an important part of our ability 
to compete with Japan and Germany in the 
international high-technology market. This 



April17, 1991 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-HOUSE 8483 
commitment will help prepare our businesses 
for these challenges. 

An additional $1 00 million for economic con
version is included in the resolution. The St. 
Louis Economic Council, comprised of govern
ment, industry, and community leaders, was 
organized last summer when Chrysler threat
ened to close one of two plants in Fenton-
just outside my district. The council was again 
overwhelmed with more than 9,000 layoffs
since last June-by McDonnell Douglas be
cause of work force shrinkage and then the 
A-12 contract cancellation. Economic conver
sion funds are necessary to retrain workers 
and provide community assistance as unem
ployment continues to rise. 

Mr. Chairman, the resolution puts a priority 
on programs to combat the declining order of 
our domestic environment. The United States 
continues ·to rank 19th among industrialized 
nations in infant mortality. My own State of 
Missouri ranks 30th in the United States, 
which means that for every 1,000 babies born 
in Missouri in 1988, 10.1 died as infants. 
Twelve million American children live in 
households with incomes below the poverty 
line-268,000 of these children live in Mis
souri. More than 488,000 babies are born to 
teenagers annually. Of all the babies born in 
Missouri during 1988, 13.7 percent-1 0,456 
babies-were born to teen mothers. Twenty
four percent of all mothers received no early 
prenatal care. These are astounding numbers 
for a country as wealthy as ours. 

Mr. Chairman, our children deserve the 
chance to live and grow in a healthy family 
through investments in maternal and child 
health, WIC, Head Start, and veterans pro
grams. It seeks a hopeful family through in
vestments in education, child care, job train
ing, and fairness for all Americans in nutrition 
and energy assistance programs. 

Finally, I want to recognize that the resolu
tion also supports investment in the environ
ment, through sound programs for energy con
servation, economic development, and infra
structure included in the committee budget. It 
rejects the administration's proposal to re
duced spending for energy conservation, infra
structure, and mass transit. It accepts the ad
ministration's proposal to fund airport improve
ment projects through the aviation trust fund. 

Businesses cannot be expected to operate 
efficiently without sound infrastructure. Both 
mass transit and airport improvement pro
grams are vital to the economy in the St. 
Louis area. Last month I attended the 
groundbreaking for a new Metro-Link system 
for the metropolitan region. This system will 
ease traffiC congestion and conserve energy 
consumption significantly. It will get workers to 
their jobs wisely. Decreases in infrastructure 
programs, proposed by the President, would 
negatively impact the growth potential of St. 
Louis. I am pleased the resolution rejects 
those cuts. 

I urge my colleagues to consider the needs 
and future of the entire community as we work 
to balance expenditures with cuts required to 
meet them. Making cuts is not easy, but if we 
consider the burdens our Federal debt places 
on our children, they make sense for the fu
ture. 

Mr. VENTO. Mr. Chairman, I rise in support 
of House Concurrent Resolution 121 as re
ported by the House Budget Committee. 

Despite the renowned budget summit agree
ment, the choices we make here today are 
real and they are tough. They are reflective of 
differences in priorities between the Congress 
and the administration, and they are reflective 
of the differences that cross the vast interests 
of the membership of the House. This budget 
resolution, and the decisions we must make 
as a part of considering it, are not easy-and 
they were not meant to be. 

As we are all so painfully aware, the budget 
summit agreement has locked in many of the 
parameters of the national budget and elimi
nated significant discretion in realigning our 
overall priorities for the next 2 fiscal years. We 
are not allowed to choose between guns and 
butter, but instead must pit domestic program 
against domestic program. As the debate has 
shown, this is a difficult process. 

We have heard some Member's views dur
ing this debate. They have attempted to sug
gest little differences between the budget ap
proved by the House Budget Committee and 
the budget presented by the President in Feb
ruary. I disagree with that assessment. 

Try and sell that view of no difference to the 
people who would be cut from the Medicare 
Program or the Trade Adjustment Assistance 
Program or the Guaranteed Student Loan Pro
gram as a result of the Bush budget cuts and 
reductions of domestic programs. Contrast 
that to the product of the House Budget Com
mittee: More children will be served by an ad
ditional increase of $127 million in our WIC 
budget, and more folks will be served by the 
real and currently functioning empowerment 
program of the community services block 
grant [CSBG] that is being rescued from the 
Bush budget doldrums, and more new kids will 
be provided a Head Start with an additional 
$250 million over the President's budget, and 
countless others, from the homeless, to peo
ple who need and use mass transit, who will 
have better lives as a result of the House 
budget resolution. 

I would say to my colleagues who paint ev
erything cloudy gray: You are $13 billion in 
reprioritization of the President's funding pro
posal incorrect. 

Frankly, I do share the concerns of many of 
my colleagues regarding the limitations of the 
budget summit agreement in terms of really 
addressing domestic priorities. Yet, I also think 
that Chairman PANETTA and his committee 
have done a good job, despite the limited 
flexibility, at providing a clear blueprint for our 
spending in fiscal year 1992 and the following 
4 years that better reflects domestic needs. 

We must now take this blueprint and apply 
more than a dose of the rhetoric of Desert 
Storm to the domestic front. This budget, re
plete with the corrections made here, barely 
begins to allow us to put money where our 
promises to people are. Yes, defense spend
ing is within the caps set by the agreement. 
But the resolution provides $290.8 billion in 
budget authority for defense spending in fiscal 
year 1992. Yes, international spending is with
in its cap. And the resolution provides $21.9 
billion in international spending in fiscal year 
1992. I remain unconvinced that we are ap
propriately weighing our true national security 

priorities with the compromise parameters of 
October 1990. I am skeptical that this budget 
process within which we work serves the 
American people fairly and equitably. 

The bottom line of this budget resolution, 
and the programs that would be funded by it, 
is that it move the process forward on the 
basis of compromise with the October 1990 
agreement, therefore promoting our national 
security through strengthening its people, our 
greatest resource, and through its support of 
our vital economic strengths. The resolution 
rejects the politically deep, and in many cases 
fatal, cuts to programs that serve the impover
ished elderly, hungry children, and the working 
poor. I would add, those proposed cuts were 
a continuation of the Republican theme of the 
1990's. The resolution would increase funding 
for housing programs, drug treatment pro
grams, environmental cleanup programs, and 
education and nutrition programs. It will help 
reduce our reliance on foreign energy sup
plies, enhance our crumbling infrastructure, 
and promote equity in applying some of the 
necessary cuts we must make in Federal 
spending. 

Mr. Chairman, this is the budget today that 
should achieve consensus agreement and 
should be supported. I thank Chairman PA
NETTA for his leadership and his committee for 
doing their job by bringing this forward to the 
House. I ask my colleagues to vote "aye." 

Mr. FRANKS of Connecticut. Mr. Chairman, 
this week the House began debating the 
budget resolution for fiscal year 1992. Last 
year's budget agreement set rigid parameters 
for this year's discussion. It is my understand
ing that all the proposed budget alternatives 
have met the required spending caps estab
lished by last year's agreement. It appears 
that there is little difference between the 
Democratic proposal and the President's 
budget and all we have to do now is decide 
on funding levels for some domestic spending 
accounts and decide if this body has the cour
age to place real restraints on spending for 
the next 5 years. 

Mr. Chairman, I supported the substitute 
amendments offered by Congressmen DANNE
MEYER and KASICH. In my judgment, reducing 
the deficit should be a top priority for the Con
gress. The substitute amendments offered by 
Congressmen DANNEMEYER and KASICH, while 
allowing for increases each year, would have 
made real progress in reducing the deficit. The 
Dannemeyer substitute amendment would 
have saved $45.8 billion in fiscal year 1992 
alone. Over the course of 5 years it would 
have saved $472.2 billion. Congressman KA
SICH's substitute estimated savings at $16.5 
billion over the Democrat's proposal and 
$172.2 billion over 5 years. 

By holding annual increases to the rate of 
inflation, Congressman KASICH's proposal al
lows for modest increases in domestic discre
tionary spending which will provide real re
straint and savings in Federal spending 
through fiscal year 1995. Congressman KA
SICH's proposal incorporates means-testing 
recommendations for certain high-income indi
viduals receiving medicare and farm subsidies 
which I feel is necessary. As half the Federal 
budget is spent on entitlements, reduction in 
the deficit can only go so far without examin
ing and reducing this area of the budget. The 
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Kasich substitute will also eliminate $500 mil
lion from international spending. The cuts will 
not be made from an individual country's ac
count, but will be found in other areas. 

The substitute amendments offered by Con
gressmen DANNEMEYER and KASICH were not 
passed today. Mr. Chairman, I will now sup
port the President's budget which is being of
fered by Congressman GRADISON. I believe it 
contains the blueprint for a 5-year period 
growth and prosperity, which the Democrat's 
budget proposal does not. For a budget with 
a growth priority, the Democratic proposal is 
missing a plan of action. The President pro
poses a plan of action. This year there are 
several expiring tax incentives. While the 
President is supporting their extension, the 
Democrat's budget does not mention their ex
istence. The President's growth proposals; 
such as capital gains, enterprise zone, family 
savings accounts, and penalty-free withdraw
als from IRA's for first time home buyers, are 
quickly rejected by the Democrat's proposal. 

Transportation infrastructure does well 
under the Gradison substitute. The Highway 
Trust Fund will receive an increase in funds. 
Over the next 5 years, the budgets for high
way construction and rehabilitation, and mass
transit funds will be enlarged. The President 
has also committed in his proposal to several 
railroad, airport, and highway demonstration 
projects. 

The media has recently been printing a 
number of articles indicating that global warm
ing may be occurring faster than previously 
thought. Under the President's proposal, the 
Global Change Research Program is sched
uled to receive a 34-percent increase over 
1991 appropriations. This program is vital to 
further understanding the effects of global 
warming and deforestation to our planet. 

Finally, the Gradison substitute will achieve 
$6.3 billion in savings in fiscal year 1992 alone 
through redirecting entitlement resources to 
where they are most needed. Again, in my 
judgment, without looking for savings in enti
tlement programs, the budget will not achieve 
real reduction unless entitlement resources 
are redirected. 

Mr. Chairman, I will cast my vote for the 
Gradison substitute amendment which will pro
mote a healthy, growing economy and make 
real progress toward defiCit reduction. 

Mr. DYMALL Y. Mr. Chairman, as we dis
cuss the budget resolution, I would like to take 
this opportunity to commend the Budget Com
mittee and its distinguished chairman, the gen
tleman from California [Mr. PANETIA], for their 
commitment to the expansion of the Job 
Corps Program. The Job Corps is a program 
that provides many disadvantaged youth a 
glimmer of hope of a better future. By provid
ing residential education, training, and job re
placement for disadvantaged youth between 
the ages of 16 and 21, these youth receive 
comprehensive education and training serv
ices which offers them an alternative to the 
perils of the drug related crime and gang vio
lence. 

I would like to reiterate my commitment and 
that of the Congressional Black Caucus to the 
expansion of the Job Corps Program, and 
specifically in support of the 5o-50 plan. This 
plan will result in the opening of 50 additional 
centers around the Nation, each offering 400 

yearly training slots, in areas of need to serve 
50 percent more of the youth. 

The Job Corps 5o-50 plan once authorized 
will seek to open 50 more centers while at the 
same time improving existing services. At the 
completion of the 1 o-year plan, it is estimated 
that more than 70 percent of the Nation's most 
disadvantaged youth will be educated and 
trained by Job Corps. 

The costs of expanding this worthy program 
are minimal when we consider that the cost of 
building of a single prison is at $17,000 per 
bed to incarcerate those at-risk youth. 

Mr. Speaker, the budget resolution com
plicated the defense of specific line item pro
grams. However, the Congressional Black 
Caucus will lend its full support to the 5Q-50 
plan. 

Ms. PELOSI. Mr. Chairman, I rise in support 
of House Concurrent Resolution 121, the fiscal 
year 1992 budget resolution. I commend the 
chairman of the Budget Committee, Congress
man, LEON PANETTA, for his efforts on the 
budget, which addresses many of the critical 
needs of this Nation. 

House Concurrent Resolution 121 rejects 
the misguided priorities contained in the Presi
dent's budget by instead targeting the Nation's 
resources towards the needs of working fami
lies for programs that will contribute to the 
long-term economic strength of our Nation. It 
also protects and expands proven programs 
which support the disadvantaged and helps to 
ensure that all American children have enough 
to eat, a roof over their heads, access to 
health care, and the opportunity to learn. 

Clearly, producing this year's budget resolu
tion was not an easy task. While the param
eters of this budget were established by last 
year's summit agreement, the committee did a 
commendable job of meeting the challenges of 
a strict spending ceiling with extremely limited 
resources. It is not a painless budget, but it is 
fair and fiscally responsible given the commit
tee's constraints, and unlike the President's 
budget, it doesn't rely on "less is more" rhet
oric without providing the funding to back up 
its priorities. 

For example, in the area of health care, the 
budget rejects the Presidenrs inadequate plan 
to underfund a number of vital health pro
grams, including infant mortality, community 
and migrant health centers, and the maternal 
and child health care block grant. The budget 
also targets AIDS-related programs for in
creased funding, to address one of the Na
tion's most important health concerns and one 
of our greatest domestic challenges. Con
sequently, House Concurrent Resolution 121 
provides a $450 million increase for AIDS-re
lated programs, including a $188 million in
crease in the Public Health Service [PHS] 
budget for AIDS, which is $123 million above 
the President's request. These health care 
programs are vital to my district and in a time 
of severe fiscal austerity, I applaud the com
mittee for its exemplary actions with regard to 
funding for AIDS and other health care pro
grams. 

In the area of housing, the budget provides 
an increase of $2.014 billion for HUD low-in
come housing and McKinney Act homeless 
programs. This much-needed funding increase 
will allow for new initiatives, including funding 
for critical AIDS-related housing. 

The budget also identifies education as a 
key priority. However, unlike our "Education 
President," this budget resolution provides the 
funding to back up the rhetoric--$2 billion, or 
9 percent over the current funding level, is in
cluded for elementary, secondary, and higher 
education, which is triple that of the Presi
dent's request. It also rejects the administra
tion's attempt to exclude a number of working 
families from the Pall Grant Program. House 
Concurrent Resolution 121 also calls for a 
$350 million increase for Head Start, which 
would result in all Head Start eligible children 
being served by the year 2000, unlike the ad
ministration's budget, whereby full funding 
would take 50 years. 

House Concurrent Resolution 121 also ad
dresses critical nutritional needs by increasing 
funding for the special feeding program for 
women, infants, and children [WIC] by $350 
million, representing the first installment to
ward full funding of this important program. 

Finally, House Concurrent Resolution 121 
contains $800 million above the current level 
to enhance the energy security of the United 
States through energy conservation research 
and development, solar and alternative fuel re
search and development, energy conservation 
loans, and other programs. Although energy
related economic concerns helped compel us 
to fight in the Persian Gulf, the President's 
budget request in this area was inadequate 
and shortsighted. In contrast, this budget real
istically confronts our Nation's tremendous en
ergy needs. 

Mr. Chairman, again I commend my col
leagues serving on the Budget Committee for 
their efforts on this budget and I urge my col
leagues to join me in supporting their effort. 

Mr. KLECZKA. Mr. Chairman, today the 
congressional budget resolution is before the 
House. Now that the budget process has been 
reformed by placing caps on spending cat
egories, it will focus our attention on what is 
deserving of Federal funding. When compared 
to the President's budget proposal, this budget 
blueprint for fiscal year 1992 more accurately 
reflects the Nation's priorities. 

This resolution continues the budget policy 
of investment in America's Mure: our families, 
our workers, and our competitiveness in the 
global economy. 

Make no mistake, the budget process re
forms enacted last year force Congress and 
the administration to work within the spending 
limits. If the lid is blown off a spending cap, 
across-the-board cuts will be ordered for the 
over-budgeted category until it is scaled back 
to its legal limit. 

As a result, we need to make the most out 
of every dollar in a fair, responsible manner. 
For these reasons, House Concurrent Resolu
tion 121 rejects the President's $25 billion 
Medicare cut proposal, as well as his pro
posed cuts for veterans and farmers, child nu
trition, and energy assistance for low-income 
families. It also rejects the Presidenfs mis
guided capital gains tax break, which primarily 
benefits upper-income individuals while offer
ing little or nothing to many families. 

Mr. Chairman, not enough can be said 
about the vital importance of education and 
worker training. It has a direct impact on the 
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country's economic competitiveness and an in
dividual's standard of living. Especially disturb
ing to me is the fact that elementary, secon~ 
ary, and higher education all appear on the 
President's top 1 0 list for budget cuts, despite 
his pledge to be the education President. 

The budget resolution shifts needed funds 
to education programs. It provides triple the 
amount of resources recommended by the 
President. It also supports the HeaB Start Pro
gram by adding 93,000 children to its enroll
ment. 

Tough decisions lie ahead, but they need to 
be made. The budget resolution recognizes 
this reality and does the right thing by rec
ommending reduced funding for some Federal 
programs and elimination of other nonpriority 
ones to increase efficiency. 

Where should our funding priorities be? 
Clearly, we must respond to community devel
opment needs during this economic downturn. 
House Concurrent Resolution 121 calls for sig
nificant increases above the President's re
quest for housing assistance and community 
development, nutrition for women, infants, and 
children, and health programs. 

Veterans' health programs should also re
ceive serious attention in our budget. Suffi
cient funding is essential to meet the needs of 
our newest veterans now returning from serv
ice in the Persian Gulf. Special attention must 
be given to health care programs for veterans. 

As for Medicare, last year's Budget Rec
onciliation Act included nearly $44 billion in 
Medicare cuts over the next 5 years. Addi
tional cuts, as proposed by the administration, 
would directly violate this har~won corn
promise. The administration should look for re
ductions in other areas before asking for more 
Medicare cuts. 

Economic growth depends on a strong infra
structure to help commerce flow freely and to 
enhance our quality of life. House Concurrent 
Resolution 121 invests in roads, transit, avia
tion, waste water treatment, and other aspects 
of our infrastructure which have been taken for 
granted for too long. 

However, more attention needs to be given 
to environmental protection. The funding in
creases I have outlined do not apply to envi
ronmental programs. It is important that more 
resources, perhaps from the huge Bush pro
posal for a space station, be devoted to clean
ing our air and water, so that the Earth contin
ues to be a more desirable place to live than 
outer space. 

This budget resolution promotes growth with 
fairness for working families. It is a step in the 
right direction to rebuild America's strength for 
the 21st century, and I urge my colleagues to 
support it. 

Mr. BORSKI. Mr. Chairman, I rise in support 
of the House Concurrent Resolution 121 , the 
congressional budget resolution for fiscal year 
1992. In particular, I am pleased to see that 
this legislation, as amended by Congressman 
FORD, substantially increases our investment 
in education and training programs. 

Mr. Chairman, recent studies have shown 
that U.S. elementary and secondary school 
students perform poorly in areas of great im
portance for competitive skills. Compared with 
students in other industrialized countries, ours 
finished last or near-last in many comparisons 
of math and science skills and knowledge. 

Working Americans do not have the con
fidence they once did that our educational sys
tem will prepare their children to be competi
tive in the world economy. 

Unfortunately, President Bush's proposed 
education budget does not go far enough to 
better prepare our children for school and mo
tivate them to take advantage of educational 
opportunities. Under his proposal, education 
programs would be increased by only 3 per
cent, which represent a reduction after ac
counting for inflation. Proven, cost-effective 
compensatory programs like Head Start and 
Chapter 1 would still only serve half of all eligi
ble children under the Bush budget. 

Furthermore, the President's spending pro
posals for higher education programs would 
have a devastating impact on middle-income 
families. Under his proposal, only low-income 
individuals would be eligible to receive Pell 
Grants. If implemented, about 14,500 Penn
sylvanians would lose their Pell Grants in 
1992-93. As a result, middle-income families 
would have to borrow more than they can af
ford if they want to send their children to col
lege. 

Fortunately, Mr. Chairman, House Concur
rent Resolution 121 provides a $2 billion, or 9 
percent, increase for education programs-an 
amount three times higher than the increase 
proposed by the President. This includes sub
stantial increases for compensatory education, 
math and science education, vocational and 
adult education, and student aid. House Con
current Resolution 121 also quadruples the 
President's request for Head Start to $350 mil
lion, which will increase by 72,000 the number 
of children served by the program. 

Furthermore, the Ford amendment provides 
an additional $400 million increase for Head 
Start, Chapter 1 , vocational education, and 
student financial aid. This amendment, which 
I supported, further promotes cost-effective in
vestment in proven education programs. 

Mr. Chairman, if our Nation is to be com
petitive in the next century, we must have a 
productive and well-educated work force. I 
urge my colleagues to support House Concur
rent Resolution 121 to equip the next genera
tion of working Americans with the skills they 
require to prepare for our future challenges. 

Mr. WOLPE. Mr. Chairman, I rise in strong 
support of the House budget resolution. Given 
the tight fiscal situation we face, this is a time 
when priorities are more illustrative than dol
lars, and I am proud to say that in that re
spect, the Budget Committee resolution before 
us is far more consistent with the priorities of 
my Michigan constituents than the administra
tion's budget. It is far more sensitive to the 
needs and· concerns of middle-income tax
payers and of working families. 

Today, our Nation is faced by a series of 
domestic crises which dwarf the threat of any 
external military power. We are losing our lead 
in the global economic race. Our crumbling in
frastructure and failing educational system are 
unable to meet the needs of our economy. 
The cost of health care has skyrocketed, and 
today 40 million Americans cannot afford 
health insurance. And in most prosperous Na
tion in the world, one out of five children lives 
in poverty. 

Despite the President's rhetorical commit
ment, his education budget does not even 

keep pace with inflation, and student financial 
aid would be cut so drastically that 200,ooo-
400,000 middle-income students would no 
longer be able to receive aid. The enormously 
successful Head Start Program would not be 
able to provide services to all eligible children 
until 2040. The collapse of our transportation 
network notwithstanding, the Bush budget 
would shift the responsibility for rebuilding our 
roads and highways to the States, which are 
already having trouble making ends meet, and 
would dramatically reduce mass transit fun~ 
ing. Likewise, on the healthcare front, the 
Bush budget is remarkably insensitive. In spite 
of the huge Medicare cuts in last year's budg
et, the President has requested an additional 
$25 billion in cuts over the next 5 years. And, 
in the wake of the gulf war, which dem
onstrated the dangerous vulnerability of our 
energy dependence, the President proposes a 
$242 million cut in energy programs, and tar
get conservation to receive only 8 percent of 
all energy R&D funds. Improvements in effi
ciency would be the quickest, cheapest, and 
most environmentally benign method of dis
placing our dependence on petroleum. Yet, 
the level of support for conservation programs 
would remain roughly 65 percent under the 
level of funding such programs received in 
1979. Clearly, the Bush budget is out of sync 
with America's needs, and with the priorities of 
the American people. 

In my view, the Budget Committee resolu
tion would establish a new path for our Nation, 
a path that points to a more prosperous, se
cure future for America. 

First, children and families are given the 
highest priority. They will receive much-ne~ 
ed relief in the form of a $2 billion, or 9 per
cent, increase in funding for elementary, sec
ondary and higher education. Head Start, 
WIC, infant mortality and childhood immuniza
tion programs, and the war on drugs, will all 
receive substantial increases over the Presi
dent's request. The committee proposes a 
$350 million increase over 1991 in the Head 
Start Program, 31h times that of the President 
and enough to serve an additional 72,000 chil
dren, 50,000 more than the President. And the 
special funding program for pregnant women, 
infants, and children, WIC, is targeted for full 
funding by 1996, with a $350 million increase 
now, nearly triple that of the President. Equally 
important, the committee budget provides for 
350,000 more child immunizations than last 
year, 70,000 more than the President's budg
et. 

Second, our economic foundation will be 
bolstered by increased funding for basic R&D, 
for job training programs, for highway and 
mass transit programs, and for energy pro
grams designed to reduce our Nation's dan
gerous dependence on foreign aid. 

Third, by eliminating the $25 billion in Medi
care cuts and the $3.5 billion in cuts in veter
ans health care programs requested in the 
Bush budget, Congress will reaffirm its com
mitment to our most vulnerable Americans. A 
program of particular importance to Michigan, 
Low Income Home Energy Assistance, would 
also be spared a 37 -percent cut proposed in 
the administration budget, and instead would 
receive a modest increase. 

Finally, it is important to note that in spite of 
the increases in these important programs, 
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this resolution strictly conforms to the param
eters of last year's budget agreement. This 
means that to meet the highest priority needs, 
it has been necessary to freeze or reduce 
spending in many important areas. Some pro
grams have been frozen, others have been 
funded at levels lower than the President has 
requested. For example, where the President 
called for a 13-percent increase in space pro
grams, the Budget Committee has asked for a 
far more modest increase. Also, the Presi
dent's request for a 120-percent increase in 
funding for the superconducting super collider 
has been scaled back. A variety of other do
mestic programs would, out of necessity, also 
face a budgetary freeze, or slight reductions. 
Some programs even face outright elimination. 
My colleagues, there is no question that this 
budget does not address all of the problems 
we face here at home. But in these tight budg
etary times, the issue here is balance. Prior
ities must be reordered. And that means the 
need to accept some painful tradeoffs. This 
budget charts a new and more hopeful course 
for our Nation, a course that will begin the 
task of rebuilding America. 

I urge support of the House Report Commit
tee resolution. 

Mr. POSHARD. Mr. Chairman, I rise in sup
port of House Concurrent Resolution 121 , the 
congressional budget resolution for fiscal year 
1992. I congratulate Chairman PANETTA and 
all of the members of the Budget Committee 
for their work in bringing this resolution to the 
floor. 

I voted for the final budget agreement last 
year because it made the best of a bad situa
tion. The first alternatives we were presented 
with were not acceptable, for my district or the 
country, and I had no trouble voting against 
them. But in the end we agreed on a budget 
that was relatively fair, balanced, and made 
progress on the deficit. 

That alone would not bind me to this resolu
tion if I thought it was not a good one, but be
cause it observes the spending caps set in the 
5-year agreement by continuing the pay-as
you-go policy, and invests in the domestic pri
orities of our Nation, I support it. 

When I look at this document I see progress 
on the single most important issue in Con
gress, the one which impacts all of the other 
initiatives we consider, and that is the budget 
deficit. It confirms the wisdom of the budget 
agreement from last year. And I am pleased to 
see the first product of that venture roll off the 
assembly line in such good working order. 

But this is not simply a document containing 
the formulas to reach specific mathematical 
targets in various functions known only to the 
people who study Federal budgets. No, this 
document must also be judged for its comfort, 
and the committee has rightly exercised its op
tion to make adjustments in the administra
tion's budget and redirect our spending prior
ities, again, I empahsize, within the spending 
limits. 

In my district there is a crying need for edu
cation, health care, and services for low in
come families and single parents. This is truly 
a land of plenty, but there is a tremendous 
underclass in this country unable to fully par
ticipate in the American dream. 

There is no reason why people should have 
to do without health care. In a Nation of prom-

ise and opportunity there is no reason why years. In the most complicated part of the con
hunger should keep a child from learning or gressional process the goal is really very sim
making the most of his or her abilities. But it pie. It all boils down to how you want to get 
happens, and people in my district are en- from point A to point B. You have a spending 
gulfed by the poverty and despair it produces. cap and a pay-as-you-go mandate, and now 
In this resolution we make a commitment to all you have to do is decide what's most im
help them. portant. And for me, the committee is right on 

This resolution proposes full funding in the the priorities and right on the price. 
near future for two of the most successful Mrs. BYRON. Mr. Chairman, there is much 
Federal programs in history, WIC and Head in this bUdget that represents excellent work 
Start. This is a strong one-two punch on the by the Budget Committee Chairman LEON PA
insidious danger of children who are malnour- NETTA, and others. It reflects a priority for pro
ished or without proper supervision and in-
struction. If we are going to invest in our grams like Head Start, WIC, education, health 
human capital in proven, effective ways, then care, and much, much more. It reflects a de
we can't go wrong with these two programs. sire to keep our promise to senior citizens in 
The committee is wise to shift the administra- the area of Medicare. It reflects a priority for 
tion's priorities in this area to more fully meet veterans' health care. 
the tremendous need in America's commu- All of that and much, much more I support 
nities. 1 also support the readjusted priorities in as representing the right choices for the right 
fighting another national tragedy, the level of investments in human potential in this country. 
infant mortality in this modern Nation, in rural But, once again, I am struck by the willing-
and urban neighborhoods alike. ness of the President, and the Congress to ig-

Health care in rural areas is in critical condi- nore the presence of a crippling debt that has 
tion. I have seen too many hospitals close, ba- the potential of strangling this country's econ
bies born in helicopters and ambulances, peo- omy. 
pie wither away from lack of proper medical The deficit in this budget for the record is 
attention to support further cuts in medical over $360 billion. That is just the operating 
services. The very fact that the committee res- budget deficit that is disclosed in this budget. 
olution protects Medicare from the kind of cuts . But, if one looks at one of the back pages of 
the adminsitration proposed makes it worthy of the President's budget submission to Con
my support. But, fortunately, it does more. grass, one discovers that because some 

I have just returned from 2 weeks of meet- spending is considered off budget the amount 
ing with students and educators in my district, of money we are going to be required to bor
not to mention young people just starting fami- row will increase the country's gross indebted
lies, who are extremely concerned with the ris- ness by $404 billion during this coming fiscal 
ing cost of education. I hear a lot of talk about year. 
making America No. 1 in education, and com- 1 think this country is seriously off track. It is 
peting with the Japanese and others in test spending money it doesn't have on many 
scores and ability, but then we are presented things if doesn't need. It is unwilling to 
a budget that attacks the Pell grant and Stu- confront in a real way the wrenching problem 
dent Loan Program. The committee resolution of either significant cuts in expenditures, or in
wisely restores those cuts. creases in taxes, but is content rather to con-

I hate to say it, but it seems as if some of tinue to charge much of the cost of govern
the budget writers are saying, "If you're poor, ment to our children and the grandchildren. 
don't get sick. If your parents can't afford pri- Every day, 7 days a week, 52 weeks a year, 
vate school, don't worry about competing. If we will spend a billion dollars a day more than 
you're a single mother and want to make we have, and that billion dollars is represented 
something of your life, don't come here look-
ing for help." That's not the America 1 know. by this group of politicians and this group of 

Americans to be a billion dollars we want 
Thafs not what I envision for a budget that in-
vests in improving the quality of life for people someone else, our kids, our grandkids to pay 
who need some help. for. 

And an equally strong case can be made in It represents, in my judgment, the most irre-
areas such as transportation, antidumping pro- sponsible period of fiscal policy in this coun
grams, veterans, and energy research, all try's history. It represents a gridlock between 
places where the committee correctly adjusts a President unwilling to lead, and a Congress 
the priorities of the administration blueprint. incapable of leading and unwilling to follow. 

But no budget could address all of these And it represents an American people that 
concerns without coming back to the guiding want the benefits of the spending programs, 
principle for any such agreement, budget dis- but resist the burden of the taxes to pay for 
cipline. This resolution does not arbitrarily them. 
spend more than we have or fudge the num- I fear that one day soon, the country with 
bers to make them say what we want. Instead $3.4 trillion in debt, and $400 billion a year in 
it makes hard choices about where we spend deficits, will find its leaders looking back 
the precious taxpayer dollar. scratching their heads, and wondering how 

It says that as wonderful as a new space things could have collapsed, and asking them
mission is it doesn't quite match the need of selves how could we not have seen that we 
hungry families, and in a perfect world a cap- couldn't keep doing this without an economic 
ital gains tax cut might be nice but we can't at- collapse. I think it is better to answer those 
ford that kind of break for the wealthiest of questions now, than allow the economic col
Americans and still have a fair system. lapse that could force them to be answered 

I was serious when I voted for the final later under much more difficult circumstances. 
budget agreement last year because I wanted I would like to have voted for this budget, 
$500 billion in deficit reduction over the next 5 but I simply have to continue to raise my voice 
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against the practice of spending a billion dol
lars a day that we don, have. It is fundamen
tally irresponsible fiscal policy. Some way, 
some day, it must be stopped. 

Mr. BACCHUS. Mr. Chairman, I am voting 
for this budget resolution today because I be
lieve it is a necessary first step that will allow 
us to write a fiscal year 1992 budget in a re
sponsible, deliberative manner. 

However, I am far from satisfied with some 
of its provisions, especially in the areas of 
space exploration and scientific research. I be
lieve there is unanimous agreement in this 
House that we must increase our competitive
ness in the international marketplace. But how 
in the world can we profess a commitment to 
competitiveness when we fail to invest in one 
of the few technology areas in which the Unit
ed States remains the clear international lead
er? Instead of cutting the President's proposed 
NASA budget by $1.2 billion, we should be 
spending more on space research and explo
ration. I also question the decision to cut En
ergy Department general science programs by 
$80 million. I will be working throughout the 
budget process, from the authorization com
mittee to the appropriations committee to the 
floor, to obtain the largest possible increase 
for NASA and to ensure that we invest in sci
entifiC research. 

On a more positive note, Mr. Chairman, I 
applaud the budget resolution's commitment to 
meeting the needs of our children. The in
creased spending on health and nutrition pro
grams, Head Start, and education will save us 
much more later. But such a wise investment 
in preventive government further underscores 
the shortsightedness of not investing ade
quately in space exploration and science. Not 
only must we prepare our children to be pro
ductive members of society, but we must also 
provide them with the value-added jobs that 
will make them leaders in the international 
marketplace. 

I hope we will have many opportunities to 
debate these vital issues during this budget 
process. I am voting for this resolution today 
to get this process started so we can confront 
our challenges with the time to do so respon
sibly. 

Mr. HASTERT. Mr. Chairman, I rise today .to 
express my strong opposition to the House 
concurrent resolution on the budget for fiscal 
year 1992. 

This budget does not address the needs of 
America's future, and would slash badly need
ed funds from programs that are critical for 
maintaining American competitiveness in the 
global arena. 

Mr. Chairman, America has long dominated 
the field of high-energy physics, thanks to the 
diligent research efforts of our top scientists 
working to make new discoveries about the 
fundamental makeup of the universe. 

Scientists, working at the Fermi National Ac
celerator Laboratory in Batavia, IL, have dedi
cated themselves to investigating the nature of 
matter and pioneering ways to approach the 
challenges our country faces in the fields of 
medical research, manufacturing technology, 
and educational enhancement. 

The work being done at Fermilab simply de
serves the continued support of the Govern
ment, because it is so vital to our Nation's fu
ture. The funds earmarked by the President 

for Fermilab are for improvements to 
Fermilab's technological capacity, which is ab
solutely vital to the continuing work of its sci
entists and our Nation's high energy physics 
program. 

Improvements to the existing accelerator at 
the laboratory, collectively called Fermilab Ill, 
will significantly extend the reach of the 
T evatron, the world's first superconducting ac
celerator and the highest energy proton
antiproton collider. 

The budget resolution has classified these 
important improvements as new starts, and by 
doing so has targeted them for deep reduc
tions in funding. Mr. Chairman, it is for this 
reason I must oppose the budget resolution. 

Fermilab Ill should not be part of an overall 
effort to reject new starts. Fermilab Ill consists 
of a series of improvements to the existing 2D
year-old accelerator. These improvements dif
fer from new starts in that the overall accelera
tor is fully operational and only components of 
it are being replaced to increase its efficiency 
of operation. The construction of these im
provements has been underway for 2 years 
with full funding. 

Fermilab has developed a cost-effective 
plan for increasing the luminosity of the 
Tevatron by more than a factor of 50 above its 
design. Fermilab Ill consists of an upgrade of 
the Linao-linear accelerator-from 200 MeV 
to 400 MeV, the replacement of the 2D-year
old main ring with the main injector and sub
stantial improvements of the two large, gen
eral purpose detectors. 

The present focus at Fermilab has been the 
search for the top quark, the last unobserved 
fundamental building block of matter. Sci
entists working at Fermilab expect that 
Fermilab Ill will enable them to discover the 
top quark. 

Fermilab Ill will make it possible to realize 
the full scientific potential of the T evatron at a 
small fraction of the cost required to build the 
Tevatron accelerator complex and its detec
tors. The Linac upgrade and the main injector 
are the components of Fermilab Ill that require 
line-item approval in the congressional budget. 
Congress has appropriated a total of $16.6 
million in fiscal year 1990 and fiscal year 
1991. The Linac upgrade is slated for comple
tion in fiscal year 1992 at a total cost of $22.8 
million. The final $6.2 is included in the De
partment of Energy fiscal year 1992 budget re
quest. 

The DOE fiscal year 1992 budget request 
contains the initial $43.5 million for construc
tion of the main injector. The main injector 
could be completed within 4 years at a total 
estimated cost of $177.8 million. Funding for 
the first year of construction of the main injec
tor is crucial. 

The Department of Energy's own High En
ergy Physics Advisory Panel strongly rec
ommended the "immediate commencement 
and speedy completion of construction of the 
main injector." This was determined to be the 
highest priority recommendation for the 1990s. 
Under the constant budget scenario, it was the 
only initiative to be recommended for new 
construction. The advisory panel further rec
ommended the need to take full advantages of 
existing high energy physics facilities prior to 
the construction of the sse to take advantage 
of the many physics opportunities available. 

Throughout the 1990's Fermilab will be the 
only opportunity for the U.S. high-energy phys
ics community to carry out the research at the 
forefront of the field. 

There are three primary reasons that fund
ing for Fermilab Ill is essential. First, prior to 
the intended completion of the sse at the turn 
of the century, Fermilab will continue to be the 
largest and most powerful accelerator in the 
country. We desperately need this operating 
facility to stay competitive internationally. Sec
ond, if the start of the construction of the main 
injector is postponed, we may lose some of 
our best scientists to foreign accelerator lab
oratories. Third, a comprehensive high energy 
physics plan and the existence of experienced 
physicists depends on the implementation of 
Fermilab Ill. 

Fermilab and the SSC's futures are inter
twined. Fermilab Ill's full implementation in the 
1990's is the only opportunity for U.S. physi
cists to gain experience in the design, con
struction, and operation of the equipment that 
is essential to operate the SSC. Fermilab will 
continue to provide the training and instruction 
necessary to receive Ph.D's in high-energy 
physics and accelerator physics. That valuable 
experience will not only ensure that the sse 
is constructed in a timely fashion, but that it 
has the trained personnel needed to operate. 

In addition, I fear that failure to fund 
Fermilab Ill will result in a flight of human cap
ital to foreign laboratories competing with 
Fermilab in its efforts to detect the top quark. 
Some of our Nation's top physicists conduct 
research at Fermilab precisely because of its 
powerful T evatron accelerator. 

All indicators lead us to believe that the 
sse will not be completed until after the year 
2000. The U.S. high-energy physics program 
needs to be healthy and competitive in the in
terim in order to ensure it can provide the sci
entific and technological base necessary to 
use it to its best advantage when it becomes 
operable. To assure this, we need to provide 
for the full utilization of existing facilities, in
cluding cost effective upgrades. Full funding 
for Fermilab Ill can give the United States this 
firm base in high energy physics while the 
sse is being built. 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore (Mr. 
MAZZOLI). Under the rule, the Commit
tee rises. 

Accordingly the Committee rose; and 
the Speaker pro tempore [Mr. MURTHA] 
having assumed the chair, Mr. MAz
ZOLI, Chairman pro tempore of the 
Committee of the Whole House on the 
State of the Union, reported that that 
committee, having had under consider
ation the concurrent resolution (H. 
Con. Res. 121) revising the congres
sional budget for the U.S. Government 
for the fiscal year 1991 and setting 
forth the congressional budget for the 
U.S. Government for the fiscal years 
1992, 1993, 1994, 1995, and 1996, pursuant 
to House Resolution 123, he reported 
the concurrent resolution back to the 
House with an amendment adopted by 
the Committee of the Whole. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under 
the rule, the previous question is or
dered. 

The question is on the amendment. 
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GENERAL LEAVE The amendment was a.gTeed to. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
question is on the concurrent resolu
tion, as amended. 

The question was taken, and the 
Speaker pro tempore announced that 
the ayes appeared to have it. 

Mr. PANETTA. Mr. Speaker, on that 
I demand the yeas and nays. 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 
The vote was taken by electronic de

vice, and there were-yeas 261, nays 
163, not voting 7, as follows: 

Abercrombie 
Ackennan 
Alexander 
Anderson 
Andrews (ME) 
Andrews (TX) 
Annunzio 
Anthony 
Aspin 
Atkins 
AuCoin 
Bacchus 
Barnard 
Beilenson 
Bennett 
Berman 
Bevill 
Bilbray 
Boehlert 
Bonior 
Borski 
Boucher 
Boxer 
Brewster 
Brooks 
Browder 
Brown 
Bruce 
Bryant 
Bustama.nte 
Byron 
Campbell (CO) 
Cardin 
Carper 
Clay 
Clement 
Coleman (TX) 
Collins (lL) 
Collins (MI) 
Condit 
Conyers 
Cooper 
Costello 
Cox (IL) 
Coyne 
Cramer 
Darden 
Davis 
de 1& Garza 
DeFazio 
De Lauro 
Dellums 
Derrick 
Dicks 
Ding ell 
DiJ:on 
Donnelly 
Dooley 
Downey 
Durbin 
Dwyer 
Early 
Eckart 
Edwards (CA) 
Edwards (TX) 
Engel 
Erdreich 
Espy 
Evans 
Fascell 
Fazio 
Fetghan 
Fish 
Flake 
Foglietta 
Ford (MI) 

[Roll No. 71] 
YEAB-261 

Ford(TN) 
Frank(MA) 
Frost 
Gaydos 
Gejdenson 
Gephardt 
Geren 
Gibbons 
Gilman 
Glickman 
Gonzalez 
Gordon 
Gray 
Guarini 
Gunderson 
Hall (OH) 
Ha.milton 
Harris 
Hatcher 
Hayes (IL) 
Hayes (LA) 
Hefner 
Hertel 
Hoagland 
Hochbrueckner 
Horn 
Horton 
Hoyer 
Hubbard 
Huckaby 
Hutto 
Jefferson 
Jenkins 
Johnson (SD) 
Johnston 
Jones (GA) 
Jones (NC) 
Jontz 
Ka.njorski 
Kaptur 
Kennedy 
Kennelly 
Kildee 
Kleczka 
Kolter 
Kopetski 
Kostmayer 
LaFalce 
Lancaster 
Lantos 
LaRocco 
Laughlin 
Lehman(CA) 
Levin (MD 
Lewis (GA) 
Lipinski 
Lloyd 
Long 
Lowey(NY) 
Luken 
Manton 
Markey 
Martinez 
Matsui 
Mavroules 
Mazzoli 
McCloskey 
McCrery 
McCurdy 
McDermott 
McHugh 
McMillen (MD) 
McNulty 
Meyers 
Mfume 
Miller (CA) 

Mineta 
Mink 
Moakley 
Mollohan 
Montgomery 
Moody 
Moran 
Morell& 
Morrison 
Mrazek 
Murphy 
Murtha 
Nagle 
Natcher 
Neal (MA) 
Neal (NC) 
Nowak 
Oakar 
Oberstar 
Obey 
Olin 
Ortiz 
Owens (NY) 
Panetta 
Parker 
Patterson 
Payne (NJ) 
Payne (VA) 
Pease 
Pelosi 
Penny 
Perkins 
Peterson (FL) 
Peterson (MN) 
Pickett 
Pickle 
Po shard 
Price 
Rahall 
Rangel 
Ray 
Reed 
Regula 
Richardson 
Rinaldo 
Roe 
Rose 
Rostenkowski 
Roukema 
Rowland 
Roybal 
Russo 
Sabo 
Sangmeister 
Savage 
Sawyer 
Scheuer 
Schroeder 
Schumer 
Serrano 
Sharp 
Shays 
Sikorski 
Sisisky 
Skaggs 
Skelton 
Slattery 
Slaughter (NY) 
Smith(FL) 
Smith(NJ) 
Snowe 
Solarz 
Spratt 
Staggers 
Stallings 
Stark 

Stenholm 
Stokes 
Studds 
Swift 
Synar 
Tallon 
Tanner 
Tauzin 
Thomas(GA) 
Thornton 
Torres 

Allard 
Andrews (NJ) 
Applegate 
Archer 
Armey 
Baker 
Ballenger 
Barrett 
Barton 
Bateman 
Bentley 
Bereuter 
Bilirakis 
Bliley 
Boehner 
Broomfield 
Bunning 
Burton 
Callahan 
Camp 
Campbell (CA) 
Carr 
Chandler 
Chapman 
Clinger 
Coble 
Coleman (MO) 
Combest 
Coughlin 
Cox (CA) 
Crane 
Cunningham 
Dannemeyer 
DeLay 
Dickinson 
Doolittle 
Dorgan (ND) 
Dreier 
Duncan 
Edwards (OK) 
Emerson 
English 
Fa well 
Fields 
Franks (CT) 
Gallegly 
Gallo 
Gekas 
Gilchrest 
Gillmor 
Gingrich 
Goodling 
Goss 
Gradison 
Grandy 

Dornan (CA) 
Dymally 
Hughes 

Torricelli 
Towns 
Trancant 
Traxler 
Unsoeld 
Upton 
Valentine 
Vento 
Volkmer 
Washington 
Waters 

NAYB-163 
Green 
Hall (TX) 
Hammerschmidt 
Hancock 
Hansen 
Hastert 
Hefley 
Henry 
Herger 
Hobson 
Holloway 
Hopkins 
Houghton 
Hunter 
Hyde 
Inhofe 
Ireland 
Jacobs 
James 
Johnson (CT) 
Kasich 
Klug 
Kolbe 
Kyl 
Lagomarsino 
Leach 
Lent 
Lewis (CA) 
Lewis (FL) 
Lightfoot 
Livingston 
Lowery(CA) 
Machtley 
Marlenee 
Martin 
McCandless 
McCollum 
McDade 
McEwen 
McGrath 
McMillan (NC) 
Michel 
Miller(OH) 
Miller(WA) 
Molinari 
Moorhead 
Myers 
Nichols 
Nussle 
Orton 
Owens(UT) 
Oxley 
Packard 
Pallone 
Paxon 

Waxman 
Weiss 
Wheat 
Whitten 
Williams 
Wilson 
Wise 
Wolpe 
Wyden 
Wylie 
Yatron 

Petri 
Porter 
Pursell 
Quillen 
Ramstad 
Ravenel 
Rhodes 
Ridge 
Riggs 
Ritter 
Roberts 
Roemer 
Rogers 
Rohrabacher 
Ros-Lehtinen 
Roth 
Sanders 
Santo rum 
Sarpa.lius 
Saxton 
Schaefer 
Schiff 
Schulze 
Sensenbrenner 
Shaw 
Shuster 
Skeen 
Slaughter (VA) 
Smith(IA) 
Smith(OR) 
Smith (TX) 
Solomon 
Spence 
Stearns 
Stump 
Sundquist 
Swett 
Taylor(MS) 
Taylor <NC) 
Thomas (CA) 
Thomas (WY) 
Vander Jagt 
Visclosky 
Vucanovich 
Walker 
Walsh 
Weber 
Weldon 
Wolf 
Young (AK) 
Young (FL) 
Zeliff 
Zimmer 

NOT VOTING--7 
Lelunan (FL) 
Levine (CA) 
Udall 

D 1755 

Yates 

The Clerk announced the following 
pair: 

On this vote: 
Mr. Hughes for, with Mr. Dornan of Cali

fornia against. 
Mr. HOPKINS changed his vote from 

"yea" to "nay." 
So the concurrent resolution, as 

amended, was agreed to. 
The result of the vote was announced 

as above recorded. 

Mr. PANETTA. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that all Members 
may have 5 legislative days within 
which to revise and extend their re
marks and include therein extraneous 
material on House Concurrent Resolu
tion 121, the concurrent resolution just 
agreed to. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
MURTHA). Is there objection to the re
quest of the gentleman from Califor
nia? 

There was no objection. 

AUTHORIZING THE CLERK TO 
MAKE CORRECTIONS IN EN
GROSSMENT IN HOUSE CONCUR
RENT RESOLUTION 121, CONCUR
RENT RESOLUTION ON THE 
BUDGET, 1992 
Mr. PANETTA. I ask unanimous con

sent that in the engrossment of House 
Concurrent Resolution 121, the concur
rent resolution on the budget, 1991, the 
Clerk be authorized to correct section 
numbers, punctuation, and cross ref
erences, and to make such other tech
nical and conforming changes as may 
be necessary to reflect the actions of 
the House in passing the concurrent 
resolution. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gen
tleman from California? 

There was no objection. 

FURTHER MESSAGE FROM THE 
SENATE 

A further message from the Senate 
by Mr. Hallen, one of its clerks, an
nounced that the Senate had passed 
with an amendment in which the con
currence of the House is requested, a 
bill of the House of the following title: 

H.R. 598. An act to amend title 38, United 
States Code, to improve the capability of the 
Department of Veterans Affairs to recruit 
and retain physicians and dentists through 
increases in special pay authorities, to au
thorize collective bargaining over conditions 
of employment for health-care employees of 
the Department of Veterans Affairs, and for 
other purposes. 

The message also announced that the 
Senate had passed a bill of the follow
ing title, in which the concurrence of 
the House is requested: 

S. 248. An act to amend the Wild and Sce
nic Rivers Act to designate certain segments 
of the Niobrara River in Nebraska and a seg
ment of the Missouri River in Nebraska and 
South Dakota as components of the wild and 
scenic rivers system, and for other purposes. 

REQUEST TO MAKE IN ORDER TO
NIGHT CONSIDERATION OF A 
JOINT RESOLUTION RELATING 
TO THE RAIL STRIKE 
Mr. GEPHARDT. Mr. Speaker, I ask 

unanimous consent that it be in order 
tonight to consider in the House a joint 
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resolution to be introduced by Rep
resentatives DINGELL and LENT relat
ing to the rail strike, that the joint 
resolution be debatable for not to ex
ceed 1 hour, equally divided and con
trolled by the chairman and ranking 
minority member of the Committee on 
Energy and Commerce, and that the 
previous question be considered as or
dered on the joint resolution to final 
passage without intervening motion, 
except one motion to recommit. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gen
tleman from Missouri? 

Mr. SOLOMON. Reserving the right 
to object, Mr. Speaker, and I will not 
object, but would the majority leaders 
give us some idea of timing for this 
evening? What is going to happen? 

Mr. GEPHARDT. Mr. Speaker, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. SOLOMON. I yield to the gen
tleman from Missouri. 

Mr. GEPHARDT. Mr. Speaker, I will 
ask the gentleman to yield also to the 
chairman of the committee, but I be
lieve it is planned that there will be a 
meeting of the subcommittee and the 
committee within the next hour, and 
that we will try to be back on the floor 
with the bill around 8:30. If there is an 
hour of debate taken and all the time 
is taken, we would probably have a 
vote about 9:30 this evening. That will 
be the only vote, and if this bill is 
passed in the same form by the Senate 
tonight or tomorrow morning, which 
we would hope, it would mean we 
would not have to have votes tomor
row; but of course, we do not know that 
until we know what the Senate has 
done. 

Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Speaker, I with
draw my reservation of objection. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gen
tleman from Missouri? 

Mr. GINGRICH. Reserving the right 
to object, Mr. Speaker, I would ask my 
good friend, the gentleman from Michi
gan, to withdraw his request until say 
7 o'clock. We are frankly and candidly 
trying to talk with the Secretary of 
Transportation, and we cannot find 
him right at this minute. We would 
like to have time to sort this out. 

We believe we could have unanimous 
consent say at 7 to take this bill up at 
8:30, and we would not have lost any
thing. 

We would recommend the staff to 
proceed on that presumption, but if we 
could go to special orders or do what
ever is appropriate and then ask the 
question at 7 o'clock, we think at that 
point we could say yes. 

Mr. GEPHARDT. Mr. Speaker, on the 
basis of that, I withdraw the unani
mous-consent request. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen
tleman from Missouri withdraws his re
quest. 

LEGISLATIVE PROGRAM 
(Mr. GEPHARDT asked and was 

given permission to address the House 
for 1 minute.) 

Mr. GEPHARDT. Mr. Speaker, I take 
this time simply to inform Members 
that if we get a bill and if we get it 
through the House this evening, it may 
be necessary to go to conference with 
the Senate if there is a difference, and 
we do not know that that will happen, 
but Members should be on the alert 
that this could happen and you may be 
needed to stay in the area this evening. 

Further, that if we have a conference 
this evening, we would want to finish it 
this evening and bring back that prod
uct tonight. 

D 1800 

But again, we do not know that a 
conference would be needed, and we 
hope one will not be needed. 

Members should also be advised that 
there will be no votes expected before 
9:30 this evening on this or any other 
matter. 

AUTHORIZING THE SPEAKER TO 
DECLARE RECESSES TODAY SUB
JECT TO A CALL OF THE CHAIR 
Mr. GEPHARDT. Mr. Speaker, I ask 

unanimous consent that it may be in 
order for the Speaker to declare re
cesses today subject to a call of the 
Chair. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
MURTHA). Is there objection to the re
quest of the gentleman from Missouri? 

There was no objection. 

REMOVAL OF NAME OF MEMBER 
AS COSPONSOR OF H.R. 1292 

Mr. CAMPBELL of Colorado. Mr. 
Speaker, I ask unanimous consent that 
the name of the gentleman from Cali
fornia [Mr. PANETTA] be deleted as a 
cosponsor of H.R. 1292. His name was 
listed on that bill by accident. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gen
tleman from Colorado? 

There was no objection. 

EXPLANATION OF LEGISLATIVE 
PROGRAM 

Mr. GEPHARDT. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent to speak for 1 
minute. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Without 
objection, the gentleman, the majority 
leader, is recognized. 

Mr. GEPHARDT. Mr. Speaker, I sim
ply wanted Members to know that 
when I said before that there will not 
be a vote until 9:30, that if we come 
back to the floor at 7 o'clock and ask 
for unanimous consent at that time 
and unanimous consent is not ob
tained, there is the possibility that 
prior to 9:30, there could be an effort to 

come back to the floor to ask for the 
voting on a rule which would require a 
vote possibly prior to 9:30. 

I simply put Members on notice. We 
will, obviously, contact offices. We 
hope that that will not happen, but I 
want you to be on notice that it might 
happen. 

TRIBUTE TO FORMER 
REPRESENTATIVE ALBERT RAINS 

(Mr. BEVILL asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his re
marks, and include extraneous matter.) 

Mr. BEVILL. Mr. Speaker, I rise today to pay 
tribute to one of the greatest Alabama Con
gressmen to ever serve my State and our Na
tion. Albert Rains, who died on March 22, was 
elected to Congress in 1944, representing 
North Alabama's old Fifth District. He served 
as the State's Congressman-at-Large for 2 
years before retiring in 1965 to return to his 
home in Gadsden. 

Albert Rains was a good friend of mine and 
when he left Congress, he became one of my 
constituents. We stayed in very close touch 
over the years and I always valued his in
sights. I am going to miss him very much. 

Very few people achieve as much as Albert 
Rains did. He left a legacy for our Nation 
which will always be remembered. 

He is best known for his outstanding work in 
developing the housing programs which have 
benefited thousands of people over the years. 
In fact, Albert Rains was known in Congress 
as "Mr. Housing." 

Albert achieved greatness from humble be
ginnings. He was a blacksmith's son who 
worked his way through school. He was large
ly self-taught and obtained a license to prac
tice law by reading at night. He was consid
ered a brilliant orator. 

When he came to Congress, he drew on his 
experiences as a schoolteacher and principal 
as well as a steelworker. Albert Rains cared 
deeply about people and the legislation he 
wrote reflects his concern that the American 
people should have decent housing. He went 
to bat for the needy, the elderly, the military, 
and for rural programs. 

Much has been written about Albert Rains, 
but I feel that the Gadsden Times captured his 
essence the best in an editorial on March 26. 
I request that this editorial be printed in the 
RECORD. 

[From the Gadsden Times, Mar. 26, 1991] 
ALBERT RAINS WAS A POLITICAL GIANT 

Albert Rains would have served as a good 
model for anyone wishing to preserve the 
image of the quintessential congressman. 

This man was symbolic of just about ev
erything associated with the giants of any 
political era. The requirements for such stat
ure are basic but hard to achieve, and he had 
them all. Safe from any real re-election chal
lenge, he was entrenched by seniority, sat at 
the head of the table on three major legisla
tive committees, helped guide the partisan 
political establishment to which he belonged 
and was a friend of presidents. 

The death of Mr. Rains marks the passing 
of yet another of the Southern Democrat 
stalwarts whose feats and reputation in 
Washington was legendary. Hardly any key 



8490 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-HOUSE April 17, 1991 
legislation was passed during his time with
out the guidance of one or more of this hand
ful of Democrats. It is unlikely this kind of 
coalition will be seen again now that senior
ity no longer is the overriding criteria for 
legislative assignment and advancement. 

Mr. Rains had been away from Washington 
for many years, thus his name doesn't gen
erate the immediate recognition among the 
younger generation as it does with their par
ents and grandparents. But all three are af
fected by legislation he helped draft. And fu
ture generations will be, too. 

Foremost among them are laws which cre
ated or expanded federal housing programs. 
He was generally referred to in Washington 
as "Mr. Housing." He also was instrumental 
in legislation affecting banking and trans
portation. He authored the first major tran
sit bill and was a ranking member of the 
committee dealing with banking. His friend
ship with Presidents Kennedy and Johnson 
made his influence even greater. 

Background adds to the Rains' story. He 
was a school teacher while still a teenager. 
He w;ent back to college and became a law
yer.11 Setting up practice in Gadsden in the 
late 1920s, he was the city's attorney and the 
county's district attorney. He got his first 
political experience as a state legislator, 
where he continued to put his speaking skills 
to use. 

Mr. Rains was away from Gadsden much of 
the time for 20 years while he served in the 
House, but he maintained an unbroken and 
close friendship with the community and the 
rest of his congressional district. In Gadsden 
where he made his home for 60 years, he was 
associated with various community causes, 
particularly the Lions Club of which he was 
a charter member. 

Albert Rains was recognized nationwide for 
his political strength. He sponsored and 
wrote legislation that will endure. But he al
ways kept the down home atmosphere of 
Gadsden and his native DeKalb County, 
never forgetting the people he was sent to 
represent. 

ANNUAL REPORT OF NATIONAL 
SCIENCE FOUNDATION FOR FIS
CAL YEAR 1990-MESSAGE FROM 
THE PRESIDENT OF THE UNITED 
STATES 
The SPEAKER pro tempore laid be

fore the House the following message 
from the President of the United 
States; which was read and, together 
with the accompanying papers, without 
objection, referred to the Committee 
on Science, Space, and Technology. 

(For message, see proceedings of the 
Senate of today, Wednesday, April 17, 
1991.) 

EARTH DAY 
Mr. SAWYER. Mr. Speaker, I ask 

unanimous consent that the Commit
tee on Post Office and Civil Service be 
discharged from further consideration 
of the Senate joint resolution (S.J. 
Res. 119) to designate April 22, 1991, as 
"Earth Day" to promote the preserva
tion of the global environment, and ask 
for its immediate consideration. 

The Clerk read the title of the Senate 
joint resolution. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gen
tleman from Ohio? 

Mr. RIDGE. Mr. Speaker, reserving 
the right to object, I do so to acknowl
edge the work of our colleague, the 
gentleman from Wisconsin [Mr. OBEY], 
who is the chief sponsor. 

Mr. Speaker, at this time I yield to 
the gentleman from New York [Mr. 
Gll..MAN]. 

Mr. GILMAN. Mr. Speaker, I am 
pleased to rise today to support House 
Joint Resolution 144, designating April 
22, 1991 as "Earth Day" and I would 
like to commend the gentleman from 
Wisconsin [Mr. OBEY] for his efforts on 
behalf of our environment. 

April 22, 1990, will mark the 21st an
niversary of our Nation's first Earth 
Day. On that first Earth Day, the Unit
ed States saw the beginning of the en
vironmental movement, as well as the 
largest organized demonstration in his
tory. 

Now, Earth Day, 1991, will come in a 
few short days, and we have the oppor
tunity once again to enact landmark 
environmental legislation to address 
new environmental problems which we 
are only beginning to understand. 

As we all know, the problems we face 
in our country are different, however, 
our problems are also those of our 
neighbors. And their problems, if not 
addressed, become ours. Therefore, it is 
vital that we offer our assistance to 
those countries that need our help. The 
United States, despite our problems, is 
the leader in environmental tech
nology, and we have the opportunity to 
lead the world into a better future. 

There are many steps we can take 
each day to protect our environment. 
Turning down the thermostat, insulat
ing our houses, using energy efficient 
cars, and light bulbs are all ways in 
which we can protect the environment 
and save money at the same time. 

In Congress, it is hoped that the de
bate on the national energy strategy 
will yield productive solutions to our 
energy dilemma. 

Accordingly, I urge my colleagues to 
support this measure and I hope that 
everyone will j'oin in and enjoy the 
celebration of Earth Day and learn a 
little more about our environment. 

Mr. RIDGE. Mr. Speaker, continuing 
on my reservation of objection, I yield 
to the gentleman from illinois [Mr. 
PORTER]. 

Mr. PORTER. Mr. Speaker, I was 
pleased to have had the opportunity to 
introduce the resolution to declare 
Earth Day, 1991 with my colleague 
from Wisconsin [Mr. OBEY]. 

Much of the success of last year's 
20th anniversary celebration was the 
tangible effect that the process had on 
individual Members of Congress. Col
lectively, the events surrounding Earth 
Day have resulted in a Congress more 
personally aware of environmental af-

fairs, their severity and their con
sequences, than ever before in history. 

But, let's be honest, there are a few 
things missing from this year's 21st 
celebration of Earth Day. There's no 
huge rally on The Mall, no Tom Cruise, 
no John Denver, no Richard Gere. Yet 
here we are, expected to continue our 
work to help heal and protect the 
Earth-after the hype has died and the 
fanfare has withered leaving the typi
cal lobbyists. 

Now, now is the time when we must 
do our best work. 

This Congress, our list of legislative 
challenges and responsibilities is long: 
RCRA, clean water, wetlands, endan
gered species, an energy strategy, and 
more. And in the area of foreign assist
ance, we have to be positive that our 
scarce dollars do not in any way con
tribute to destruciton of the natural 
resources of the countries we are seek
ing to help and in fact work positively 
to protect them. 

Mr. Speaker, resources to address our 
concerns are not easy to come by. Effi
ciencies and creative new approaches 
will be needed. Efforts to work more 
closely with the States, many of which 
have more stringent environmental 
standards than the Federal Govern
ment, should be a high priority. 

From the oil fires in Kuwait to inter
state transport of waste, from pollu
tion in Eastern Europe to the growing 
hole in the ozone layer, there is a great 
deal that should be, must be addressed, 
and addressed forcefully. 

When this country gathers its will, 
its expertise, and its resources, there is 
little that we cannot accomplish. 

Earth Day is a good time to remem
ber this. I hope you will all join me in 
supporting this resolution. 

Mr. RIDGE. Mr. Speaker, continuing 
my reservation of objection, before we 
conclude this matter, I yield to the 
gentleman from New York [Mr. 
SCHEUER]. 

Mr. SCHEUER. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
the gentleman from Pennsylvania [Mr. 
RIDGE], my colleague, for yielding, and 
I do want to address briefly the ques
tion of Earth Day. 

Mr. Speaker, I was here in the Con
gress 21 years ago when we had the 
first Earth Day, and it was an exhila
rating and inspiring experience. It gal
vanized especially young people all 
over the land. 

In addition, last year we had a simi
larly really truly encouraging and 
worthwhile celebration of Earth Day, 
and one hopes that we are educating 
the public. I think we are. 

There is one segment of that great 
big wide public out there that we have 
not seemed to reach in terms of educat
ing them for Earth Day, and that 
seems to be that narrow constituency, 
that small constituency of decision
makers, down at 1600 Pennsylvania Av
enue. 
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Mr. Speaker, I think countries 

around the world are coming to a grim 
realization that the problems of green
house gases and global warming are 
real. There is some controversy at the 
margin as to how soon, how fast, how 
much with it they are, but the fact of 
global warming is there. The effect of 
the accumulation of greenhouse gases 
is real. No serious scientist debates, 
and decision makers, and scientists and 
top g·overnnrent people all over the de
veloped world are cudgling their brains 
to figure out how they can reduce their 
impact on the global environment, how 
they can reduce especially the con
sumption of fossile fuels that seems to 
be the engine propelling the accumula
tion of greenhouse gases, and the de
struction of the ozone and the seem
ingly irreversible, inevitable process 
moving us toward global warming. 

They are trying to reverse the seem
ingly irreversible, and they are giving 
it great attention and concern. 

Mr. Speaker, I find it truly ironic 
that at this time, when there is an 
emergent consensus around the world 
that global warming and greenhouse 
gases are bad for us, this administra
tion chose to announce a national en
ergy policy that has as its 
underpinnings not conservation, not 
energy efficiency, not renewable 
sources of fuel, but a greater and great
er and greater reliance on more devel
opment, more transportation from 
abroad, and more consumption here at 
home of-you guessed it-more fossil 
fuel. 

Imagine the irony that this adminis
tration received from the Secretary of 
Energy, Jim Watkins, a thoughtful, a 
courageous draft of a national energy 
plan that has as its intellectual 
underpinnings a rational balance be
tween energy production and energy 
savings, a rational role for energy con
servation, for energy efficiency, for de
velopment of alternate fuels. And it is 
a source of great disppointment to me 
and great concern that the administra
tion, and I take it from published re
ports with he archi teet of this trashing 
of Admiral Watkins' program being the 
gentleman from New England, Mr. 
Sununu, it is a source of great chagrin 
and embarrassment to me that this ad
ministration has given a straightarm 
to concepts that have been rationally 
developed and thoughtfully put in 
forms that would lead us to more ra
tional use of energy, more creative ap
plication of research and investment to 
alternative fuels, and more concern for 
energy efficiency. 

This myopic, irrational reliance that 
this administration places on greater 
and greater and greater production of 
fossil fuels, and greater and greater 
and greater consumption of fossil fuels, 
more than half of them that will be im
ported from abroad, most of that from 
the Persian Gulf, vastly increasing our 
energy security problems, is a source of 

great chagrin and embarrassment to 
me. 

Mr. Speaker, I helped organize sev
eral years ago an organization called 
GLOBE. [Global Legislators Organiza
tion for a Balanced Environment]. I 
served as its first chairman. The orga
nization now has a 15-member delega
tion from the European parliaments, 
including the chairman of their Envi
ronment Committee; a 15-member dele
gation from the Japanese Diet, includ
ing Noboru Takeshita, the former 
Prime Minister of Japan; and a 15-
member delegation from the United 
States, including all of the leadership 
of the House and the Senate. It is a 
prestigious and highly, formidably able 
group. 

Yesterday we had a dozen legislators 
from Brazil and they asked me, "How 
could you do it? With the consensus 
around the world driving governments, 
driving legislatures to adopt more 
thoughtful energy policies, how could 
you trash concepts of energy effi
ciency, energy conservation, and devel
opment of alternative fuels?" 

Of course they are very proud of the 
development of alternative fuels in 
Brazil, and they very subtly and gently 
enunciated the feeling that it was 
somewhat anomalous that we would be 
trashing Brazil, criticizing Brazil for 
her destruction of tropical rain forests, 
which do produce a great amount of 
fossil fuels, which do contribute to 
global warming, while at the same 
time out of the other side of our mouth 
we are relying almost exclusively on 
continued production of fossil fu,el en
ergy abroad, continued transportation 
of fossil fuel energy from abroad to our 
shores, and continued consumption of 
fossil fuels in this country. 

Legislators in parliaments around 
the world have been in touch with me 
in recent weeks, as chairman of 
GLOBE, asking for an explanation. 
Frankly, Mr. Speaker, I have none. My 
term as chairman expired, and our or
ganization is honored to have Senator 
AL GORE as the new chairman of 
GLOBE and Congressman GERRY SI
KORSKI will shortly be moving into po
sition as chairman of the American 
delegation to GLOBE U.S.A. 

I hope they will come up with an an
swer to thoughtful, conscientious legis
lators around the world, especially in 
the developed world, to give them some 
understanding, some perception of how 
this administration could have turned 
its back on sanity, could have turned 
its back on rationality, and retreated 
into this utterly destructive posture of 
more and more and more fossil fuels 
which will continue to degrade our en
vironment and expose us to global 
warming, holes in the ozone, and more 
acid rain and all manner of sad envi
ronmental defects. 

I thank my colleagues. 
Mr. OBEY. Mr. Speaker, I, along with Con

gressman PORTER and 225 other cosponsors, 

support House Joint Resolution 144 and its 
companion, Senate Joint Resolution 119, 
which designate April 22, 1991, as Earth Day. 

The purpose of this legislation is simple-to 
promote a conservation ethic and awareness 
in our society regarding the need to protect 
our environment. It is clear that if our children 
and our children's children are to grow up in 
an environment which is wholesome, we must 
instill in each new generation the awareness 
that is necessary to meet the challenges that 
confront us. In this regard, it is refreshing that 
this year, 21 years after the first Earth Day, 
schools and communities across the Nation 
are planning events to celebrate this important 
event, with the goal of making every day Earth 
Day. 

In 1969, Senator Gaylord Nelson realized 
the value that a nationally organized series of 
events like the powerful campus teach-ins di
rected at the Vietnam war could have in plac
ing the issue of the environment on the na
tional agenda. He announced his proposal for 
a national Earth Day to be held the following 
year and he drew together talented young 
people to organize the event. The result was 
Earth Day. I remember the first Earth Day 
fondly, as it was just after my first year in Con
gress. Earth Day 1970 was important enough 
to many Members of Congress that they left 
Washington and participated in teach-ins all 
across the country. 

April 22, 1970, was a day that sensitized an 
entire generation. Approximately 20 million 
American citizens joined together in celebrat
ing the Earth. Their main objective was to en
lighten the world about our environmental mis
management. Unfortunately, after 20 years 
and increased participation by over 200 million 
people, our society is still environmentally le
thargic. 

This resolution will designate April22, 1991, 
as Earth Day and will reemphasize the fact 
that this year's events are part of a 21-year 
tradition. We can only hope that, whereas 
Earth Day 1990 focused on environmental 
awareness. Earth Day 1991 will focus on envi
ronmental action by highlighting people who 
have made personal changes in their lifestyles 
for the betterment of the Earth. Earth Day 
1991 will mark another step toward a society 
guided by a conservation ethic. 

I have a special message for interest groups 
which are supportive of this resolution: I hope 
you are tough minded enough not to be fooled 
by some Members of this institution whose 
only indication of support for environmental 
protection is to pose for political holy pictures 
by supporting this resolution. My feeling is that 
Members of Congress who signed on and 
supported this resolution today ought to be 
willing to cast the tough votes tomorrow to 
make this Earth Day more than just a passing 
fancy. 

As the next generation enters the working 
world, the burden of environmental reconcili
ation will be magnified. With strong leadership 
now, perhaps our great-grandchildren will be 
able to enjoy nature as we now know it. I'm 
happy to say that over 315 communities and 
cities have already committed themselves to 
Earth Day 1991. However, we must not stop 
striving towards our goal to make every day 
Earth Day. 
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NATIONAL CRIME VICTIMS' 

RIGHTS WEEK 
I am hopeful that Monday, April 22, will be 

only the beginning of a week in which every 
citizen of the world takes stock of where we 
are and where we are going. Wouldn't it be 
wonderful if environmental education were 
provided in every school kindergarten through 
high school, as in Wisconsin? In this way, we 
could cultivate a deeply ingrained conservation 
ethic in our children to assure that we will not 
continue to mortgage our planet's future for 
momentary gain. 

I am optimistic that our children and their 
children will grow up knowing that, as indivi~ 
uals, they have it in their power to make life
style decisions and to insist on governmental 
policies which will create a cleaner, healthier 
environment and a more livable planet for all 
of humanity. 

Mr. JAMES. Mr. Speaker, in honor of Earth 
Day, I rise today to talk about the future of our 
world. 

Today, all of us will be more conscious 
about the need to protect our environment. 
We'll discuss the dangers of worldwide defor
estation, offshore oil drilling, air and water pol
lution, and global warming. 

All of these are certainly important environ
mental initiatives. They are issues that must 
be seriously addressed. 

An equally important part of Earth Day, 
however, is for each and everyone of us to ex
amine our daily lives and discover how we can 
personally take steps that will help protect the 
environment. 

Whether it be taking reusable bags to the 
grocery store; recycling newspapers, glass, 
aluminum, and motor oil; or, building our 
homes to be energy efficient; all of us can do 
our part. 

In the past year, more Americans have be
come concerned about the environment. 

Without any fanfare, Americans in thou
sands of communities are tackling serious en
vironmental problems by just doing it. 

Local schools annually conduct newspaper 
recycling drives, community-service organiza
tions dispose of Christmas trees, customers 
work with local businesses to reduce the use 
of nonbiodegradable products, and community 
leaders purchase land for precious wildlife. 

Even Washington Is joining in. 
Since last Earth Day, Congress has enacted 

the Clean Air Act, the Pollution Prevention Act, 
and the National Environment Education Act. 
Deliberations on important environmental ini
tiatives such as the future of our forests and 
global warming have begun. 

And in my home State of Florida, we're 
working to preserve valuable wetlands, endan
gered wildlife, and our fragile coastlines. 

One of our top concerns is offshore oil drill
ing. I'm proud to work with my colleagues in 
the Florida delegation to ensure that our 
beaches are never covered with oil. To reaf
firm my support, I'm signing a letter today writ
ten by my colleague and friend, the Honorable 
ANDY IRELAND. 

Mr. IRELAND is helping to lead an effort to 
stop oil drilling in the Eastern Gulf of Mexico. 
I'm proud to support his effort. 

All of these initiatives are being undertaken 
by Americans who want to leave a better 
world for our children. To me, thafs the impor
tance of Earth Day. It's more than just a yearly 
celebration, it's a time for all of us to reaffirm 

our resolve to leave something very valuable 
for our children-a cleaner world. 

Mr. RIDGE. Mr. Speaker, I withdraw 
my reservation of objection. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gen
tleman from Ohio? 

There was no objection. 
The Clerk read the Senate joint reso

lution as follows: 

S.J. RES. 119 
Whereas the world faces an international 

environmental crisis which demands the at
tention of citizens of every nation of the 
world, including the United States, so that 
alliances can be built that transcend the 
boundaries dividing countries, continents, 
and cultures; 

Whereas there is a need to confront envi
ronmental problems of increasing severity, 
including climate change, depletion of the 
stratospheric ozone layer, loss of forests, 
wetlands, and other wildlife habitats, acid 
rain, air pollution, ocean pollution, and haz
ardous and solid waste buildup; 

Whereas it is important that the next gen
eration be guided by a conservation ethic in 
all of its relations with nature; 

Whereas education and understanding is 
necessary for individuals to recognize the en
vironmental impact of daily living and to be
come environmentally responsible consum
ers by conserving energy, increasing recy
cling efforts, and promoting environmental 
responsibility in communities; 

Whereas major public policy initiatives are 
necessary to cure the causes of environ
mental degradation, such as eliminating the 
manufacture and use of chlorofluorocarbons, 
minimizing and recyling solid wastes, im
proving energy efficiency, protecting 
biodiversity, promoting reforestation, and 
initiating sustainable development through
out the world; 

Whereas nearly 21 years ago, millions of in
dividuals in the United States joined to
gether on Earth Day to express an unprece
dented concern for the environment, and 
such collective action resulted in the pas
sage of sweeping laws to protect the air, 
water, and land; 

Whereas the 1990's should be observed as 
the "International Environmental Decade" 
in order to forge an international alliance in 
response to global environmental problems; 
and 

Whereas to inaugurate the new environ
mental decade, individuals should again 
stand together in cities, towns, and villages 
around the world for a day of collective ac
tion to declare a shared resolve: Now, there
fore, be it 

Resolved by the Senate and House of Rep
resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, That April 22, 1991 is des
ignated as "Earth Day", and the people of 
the United States are called upon to observe 
the day with appropriate ceremonies and ac
tivities in our grade schools, high schools, 
colleges and local communities with the ob
jective of making every day Earth Day. 

The Senate joint resolution was or
dered to be read a third time, was read 
the third time, and passed, and a mo
tion to reconsider was laid on the 
table. 

Mr. SAWYER. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Commit
tee on Post Office and Civil Service be 
discharged from further consideration 
of the Senate joint resolution (S.J. 
Res. 16) designating the week of April 
21-27, 1991, as "National Crime Victims' 
Rights Week," and ask for its imme
diate consideration in the House. 

The Clerk read the title of the Senate 
joint resolution. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gen
tleman from Ohio? 

Mr. RIDGE. Mr. Speaker, reserving 
the right to object, I do so in order to 
yield to our colleague, the gentleman 
from Pennsylvania [Mr. GEKAS], who is 
the chief sponsor of this resolution. 

Mr. GEKAS. I thank the gentleman 
for yielding. 

I say to the Members, to all who are 
within listening and viewing distance 
from this podium, that the adoption of 
this resolution will result in the estab
lishment of next week, April 21 
through April 27, as "National Crime 
Victims' Rights Week." This is not the 
first time that we will have done this 
particular deed as Members of the Con
gress and it will follow a pattern in 
which increasingly the public, as rep
resented in the Congress, is being made 
aware of the rights of crime victims 
and to try to strike a balance between 
what everyone seems to be pushing for, 
the rights of the defendants in cases 
where we feel that some recognition, 
overwhelming recognition, ought to be 
given to those who suffer the con
sequences of a violent crime. 

Every day, and I repeat so that the 
full focus of this can be made clear, 
every day in our country there are 
16,000 burglaries committed. 

I said, "every day." 

0 1810 

There are 13,000 assaults every day, 
3,000 robberies, which is a violent 
crime. A robbery is to steal from some
one's person through violence. Three 
thousand a day. There are 350 rapes a 
day in our country, 60 murders a day, 
62 deaths by motor vehicle every single 
day. 

Needless to say, Mr. Speaker, the toll 
that that is taking then in the form of 
lives, and property, and cost, and so 
forth is almost immeasurable. 

The particular fact that has to be 
brought to light as well here is that 
women are increasingly becoming the 
victims of crime. As the number of 
crimes go up, proportionately the vic
timization of women goes even higher 
in those statistics. It is calculated that 
because of this trend that three out of 
every four women in our country will 
face and be a target of some violent 
crime at one point or another through 
their lifetime. Now that is an appalling 
figure. 
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Mr. Speaker, we know the recent em

phasis that we have put on this legisla
tive body, as well as in the States, on 
the victims of rape, and we have done 
some great reforming legislation with 
respect to the victims of rape, and how 
testimony can be proffered, and some 
safeguards that have been put in for a 
rape victim so that we make sure that 
she is not the person on trial, but rath
er the defendant who perpetrated the 
crime. But still we need to recognize 
that there is more. 

The cost of these burglaries, property 
damage, as great as it is, is, as best as 
can be said, serious, and there are 
thousands of injuries and deaths that 
occur as a result of violent crime, and 
then on top of that those who do sur
vive go through a period of grief, frus
tration, lingering pain, and psycho
logical damage. We are talking about 
people who are families and friends of 
the person who has become a victim of 
a homicide or even of an assault. So, 
all of this mounts up into a society 
that is pretty well stunned by the 
crimes that are committed in our coun
try. 

The President of the United States, 
through his initial campaign for the 
Presidency, and later in his inaugural 
address, and since then, has become a 
champion of victims of crimes, and he 
has set up a White House ceremony 
next week in order to properly focus on 
this particular problem. He is following 
along a pattern that was set by his 
predecessor, President Reagan, who not 
only established such a week as we are 
replicating here next week, but also 
created a task force on victims' rights, 
which, in turn, made certain rec
ommendations which turned into legis
lation that we, as a Congress, were able 
to enact and place into law which com
pensates crime victims through a sys
tem of collection of fines by the very 
people who committed those crimes. 
So, there is a kind of ironic justice 
there that we are putting on record, 
and it will continue through the years 
to come. 

So, Mr. Speaker, I ask the Members 
and everyone else to help, not only in 
supporting the resolution, but in the 
support of the actual commemoration 
where we stop and think about what 
crime is doing to our people and that 
this war on drugs and war on crime 
that we have all declared shall indeed 
continue until we can see positive re
sults and a peaceful, nonviolent future 
somewhere down the line in the history 
of the United States. 

Mr. Speaker, I thank the gentleman 
from Pennsylvania [Mr. RIDGE] for 
yielding the time and the gentleman 
from Ohio [Mr. SAWYER] who heads the 
Committee on Post Office and Civil 
Service. 

Mr. RIDGE. Mr. Speaker, continuing 
my reservation of objection, I would 
like to thank my friend and colleague, 
the gentleman from Pennsylvania [Mr. 

GEKAS], who has been a moving force in 
support of this kind of initiative and 
defender and promoter of victim crime 
legislation. On the Committee on the 
Judiciary he is an outspoken proponent 
and supporter of the President's crime 
bill initiative. 

Mr. Speaker, under my continuing 
reservation of objection, I yield to our 
colleague, the gentleman from New 
York [Mr. GILMAN]. 

Mr. GILMAN. Mr. Speaker, I am 
pleaded to rise in strong support for 
House Joint Resolution 171 designating 
the week beginning April 21, 1991, as 
"National Crime Victims' Rights 
Week," and I command my colleague 
Mr. GEKAS, from Pennsylvania for his 
efforts to honor those who are victims 
of crime. 

Recently, Representative BEN 
NIGHTHORSE CAMPBELL was on his way 
to his Capitol Hill home, when a man 
tried to mug him. Mr. CAMPBELL was 
fortunate to be strong enough to fight 
off his attacker and he can consider 
himself lucky that he only injured his 
ankle while fighting off the mugger. 
However, there are millions of Ameri
cans who cannot fend off their attacker 
or attackers. 

Mr. Speaker, by supporting National 
Crime Victims' Rights Week, the vic
tims of crime can become aware of the 
various support organizations and how 
they can help the victims. The victims 
need to know they have rights. 

The Bureau of Justice estimates that 
there are 35 million American victims 
of crime each year. Six million victims 
fall prey to violent crimes such as rape, 
assault, murder, child abuse, and 
drunken driven casualties. These 
crimes can leave the victim physically, 
psychologically, and financially para
lyzed for numerous years following the 
incident. Victims need to be educated 
of their rights. 

The victims of crime and the advo
cates who support and assist the rights 
of victims need to be honored with ap
propriate ceremonies and activities. 

The advocates who serve the rights of 
victims have the difficult job of con
stantly taking on the criminal justice 
system. They are continuously stress
ing the point that all victims have 
equal rights no matter what their race, 
religion, or ethnic background may be. 

By designating the week beginning 
April 21, 1991, as "National Crime Vic
tims' Rights Week" we have the oppor
tunity to enlighten the American peo
ple that victims of crime have rights 
and those rights are protected from 
criminal activity. 

Accordingly, Mr. Speaker, I urge my 
colleagues to join me in supporting 
this important resolution. 

0 1820 
Mr. RIDGE. Mr. Speaker, I withdraw 

my reservation of objection. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 

TAYLOR of Mississippi). Is there objec-

tion to the request of the gentleman 
from Ohio? 

There was no objection. 
The Clerk read the Senate joint reso

lution, as follows: 
S.J. RES.16 

Whereas thirty-five million individuals in 
the United States are victimized by crime 
each year, with six million falling prey to vi
olence; 

Whereas the Department of Justice esti
mates that five out of six individuals will be 
the victim or intended victim of crime dur
ing their lifetimes; 

Whereas many victims suffer severe psy
chological, physical, and emotional hard
ships as a result of victimizations; 

Whereas the Nation must commit its col
lective energies to improving the criminal 
justice and social services response to vic
tims; and 

Whereas, as a Nation committed to justice 
and liberty for all, efforts must be continued 
to remove the inequities victims face and to 
protect and restore individual rights: Now, 
therefore, be it 

Resolved by the Senate and House of Rep
resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, That April 21 through 
April ?:7, 1991, is designated as "National 
Crime Victims' Rights Week", and the Presi
dent is authorized and requested to issue a 
proclamation calling upon the people of the 
United States to observe the week with ap
propriate ceremonies and activities: 

The Senate joint resolution was or
dered to be read a third time, was read 
the third time, and passed, and a mo
tion to reconsider was laid on the 
table. 

NATIONAL ORGAN AND TISSUE 
DONOR AWARENESS WEEK 

Mr. SAWYER. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Commit
tee on Post Office and Civil Service be 
discharged from further consideration 
of the joint resolution (H.J. Res. 218) to 
designate the week beginning April 21, 
1991, and the week beginning April 19, 
1992, each as "National Organ and Tis
sue Donor Awareness Week," and ask 
for its immediate consideration. 

The Clerk read the title of the joint 
resolution. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gen
tleman from Ohio? 

Mr. RIDGE. Mr. Speaker, reserving 
the right to object, I do so, to acknowl
edge the work and sponsorship of this 
measure by our colleague and friend, 
the gentleman from Washington [Mr. 
MORRISON]. 

Mr. MORRISON. Mr. Speaker, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. RIDGE. I yield to the gentleman 
from Washington. 

Mr. MORRISON. Mr. Speaker, I 
thank the gentleman for yielding. 

I thank the committee for their expe
ditious processing of this measure. I 
thank the majority of the House for 
joining in the cosponsorship, particu
larly the gentleman from Tennessee 
[Mr. GoRDON], who helped in acquiring 
the cosponsors. 
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Mr. Speaker, by this resolution we 

ask America to join us in Tissue and 
Organ Donor Awareness Week. It has 
been almost a decade now that this 
House has come together and has advo
cated this concept. We have asked 
America to give of themselves by sign
ing up as organ donors. 

It has been a dramatic success. and 
we could tell a lot of stories here, as we 
pointed out the lives that have been 
saved over this time. Maybe partially 
because some of you have given of your 
extra time in dealing with these com
memoratives on the floor, but what 
happens, springing into action during 
this week, a number of voluntary orga
nizations waiting for this opportunity 
to get the word out to America. 

Unfortunately, in the organ donor 
arena, even with all the success we 
have had, demand grows faster than 
supply. So through this process today 
we are asking Americans to help Amer
ica to live on by giving to others, and 
to sign up as organ donors. We make it 
very, very easy to do so, but you have 
to plan ahead. 

Mr. RIDGE. Mr. Speaker, continuing 
my reservation of objection, I simply 
want to acknowledge the work of the 
gentleman from Washington [Mr. MOR
RISON]. I can recall being with him on 
the floor as he embarked on a similar 
effort over the past couple of years, 
and I know of his interest in this ef
fort, not only with the resolution but 
in making tissue and organ donations 
available and familiarizing people with 
the necessity and value of the program. 
The moral imperative has been one of 
his special commitments that he has 
brought to the House of Representa
tives. So I commend him today, not 
only for his leadership on this initia
tive during this year, but for his con
tinuing leadership in activities of this 
kind throughout his congressional ca
reer. 

Mr. SAWYER. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. RIDGE. I yield to the gentleman 
from Ohio. 

Mr. SAWYER. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
my colleague, the gentleman from 
Pennsylvania, and I pause just briefly 
to thank both the gentleman from 
Washington [Mr. MORRISON] and the 
gentleman from Pennsylvania in turn 
for their tenacity and patience in 
bringing this matter before us in this 
way. 

Mr. RIDGE. Mr. Speaker, I withdraw 
my reservation of objection. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gen
tleman from Ohio? 

There was no objection. 
The Clerk read the joint resolution, 

as follows: 
H.J. RES. 218 

Resolved by the Senate and House of Rep
resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, That the week beginning 
April 21, 1991, and the week beginning April 

19, 1992, are each designated "National Organ 
or Tissue Donor Awareness Week", and the 
President is authorized and requested to 
issue a proclamation calling upon the people 
of the United States to observe such weeks 
with appropriate programs, ceremonies, and 
activities. 

The joint resolution was ordered to 
be engrossed and read a third time, was 
read the third time, and passed, and a 
motion to reconsider was laid on the 
table. 

D 1830 

NATIONAL ARBOR DAY 
Mr. SAWYER. Mr. Speaker, I ask 

unanimous consent that the Commit
tee on Post Office and Civil Service be 
discharged from further consideration 
of the Senate joint resolution (S.J. 
Res. 64) to authorize the President to 
proclaim the last Friday of April 1991, 
as "National Arbor Day," and ask for 
its immediate consideration. 

The Clerk read the title of the Senate 
joint resolution. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
TAYLOR of Mississippi). Is there objec
tion to the request of the gentleman 
from Ohio? 

Mr. RIDGE. Mr. Speaker, reserving 
the right to object, under my reserva
tion I do so simply to acknowledge the 
work of the sponsorship of the gen
tleman from New Jersey [Mr. ROE], 
who is the chief cosponsor of this reso
lution. 

Mr. ROE. Mr. Speaker, I want first of all to 
thank Chairman CLAY, Mr. SAWYER, the distin
guished chairman of the Subcommittee on the 
Census and Population and the gentleman 
from Pennsylvania [Mr. RIDGE], for their sup
port on the expedient passage of Senate Joint 
Resolution 64, "National Arbor Day 1991." I 
would also like to commend my fellow spon
sors on the House bill, House Joint Resolution 
66, for their assistance and attention to this 
matter. 

It was over 1 00 years ago that the State of 
Nebraska established the first official Arbor 
Day observance in America. Today, there are 
less than a handful of states that do not have 
an Arbor Day which is observed by schools, 
service clubs, and civic groups, as well as Ar
boricultural, Horticultural, and Agricultural 
groups. 

The importance of trees to the environment 
has been recognized throughout history. In the 
ancient world, trees were worshiped as de
ities, and in some civilizations, a festival cele
brating trees was an important part of culture. 
Every day we are reminded that this resource 
like any other is finite. Man's encroachment on 
the environment can have serious con
·sequences, through carelessness or accident 
it can be destroyed. I believe it is very appro
priate to honor those who work to make us 
aware and educate all of us to the vital need 
to protect and preserve our arboreal re
sources. 

Just a few weeks ago, we joined together to 
celebrate the National Cherry Blossom Fes
tival in our Nation's Capital. This event which 
celebrated the magnificent display of blossoms 

was possibly one of the most spectacular 
presentations in the history of these arbors. 
These wonders are just additional evidence of 
our Nation's devotion to this national resource. 

Speaker, I would like to commend the Com
mittee for National Arbor Day. and the Honor
able Harry J. Banker who publishes the Na
tional Arbor Day Review and all the organiza
tions which lent their support for their work to 
bring this legislation to life and ensure that Fri
day, April 26, National Arbor Day will more 
than enhance public awareness in name only. 

Mr. RIDGE. Mr. Speaker, I withdraw 
my reservation of objection. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gen
tleman from Ohio? 

There was no objection. 
The Clerk read the Senate joint reso

lution, as follows: 
S.J. RES. 64 

Resolved by the Senate and House of Rep
resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, That the President is 
hereby authorized and requested to issue a. 
proclamation designating the last Friday of 
Apr111991, as "National Arbor Day" and call
ing upon the people of the United States to 
observe such a day with appropriate cere
monies and activities. 

The Senate joint resolution was or
dered to be read a third time, was read 
the third time, and passed, and a mo
tion to reconsider was laid on the 
table. 

GENERAL LEAVE 
Mr. SAWYER. Mr. Speaker, I ask 

unanimous consent that all Members 
may have 5 legislative days within 
which to revise and extend their re
marks and include therein extraneous 
material on the joint resolutions that 
we just considered and passed, namely, 
Senate Joint Resolution 119, Senate 
Joint Resolution 16, Senate Joint Reso
lution 64, and House Joint Resolution 
218. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gen
tleman from Ohio? 

There was no objection. 

GENERAL LEAVE 
Mr. RIDGE. Mr. Speaker, I ask unan

imous consent that all Members may 
have 5 legislative days within which to 
revise and extend their remarks and in
clude therein extraneous material on 
Senate Concurrent Resolution 22, 
which was adopted earlier today. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gen
tleman from Pennsylvania? 

There was no objection. 
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CREATING JOBS FOR AMERICANS 

SHOULD BE HIGH BUDGET PRI
ORITY 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 

previous order of the House, the gen
tleman from New Jersey [Mr. AN
DREWS] is recognized for 5 minutes. 

Mr. ANDREWS of New Jersey. Mr. 
Speaker, on Monday of this week I had 
the occasion to host a meeting in my 
district at which several hundred un
employed construction workers from 
my First District in New Jersey turned 
up at the local Carpenters Union Hall 
in hopes of hearing some information 
about their prospect of getting a job in 
the rebuilding of Kuwait. 

The news that we were able to give 
them that day was not particularly the 
news that they wanted to hear. We had 
to tell them there were very few jobs in 
Kuwait that are presently available, 
and that the prospects for American 
workers to receive those jobs are, 
frankly, not particularly good, unless 
we take some action at this time. 

What I thought was particularly 
poignant about that is that this is a 
country with more amassed wealth 
than anywhere in the world, a country 
that is capable, as we have seen very 
recently of achieving virtually any
thing, anywhere in the world, on a 
military and technological basis, but 
we have permitted our economy to de
teriorate to the point where hundreds 
of people, skilled people, hard working, 
motivated people living in this coun
try, are willing to pick up and move 
halfway around the world because 
there is not a sufficient job for them 
here in the United States. 

That is why I cast a "no" vote today 
on both of the budget resolutions be
fore the House of Representatives. Let 
me hasten to say that I am very proud 
that my party took a stand in its budg
et resolution in favor of a lot of prior
ities that I know my constituents also 
stand for. 

We took a stand for good benefits for 
senior citizens; we took a stand for in
creased educational opportunities for 
all of our people; we took a stand for 
cleaning up the environment; and when 
the time comes in the appropriations 
process to make sure that the dollars 
are delivered to make those promises a 
reality, I will be there to support the 
delivery of those dollars. 

But in the two budget resolutions 
that we had before us today, we really 
had a broader question about where we 
are going as an economy, where we are 
going as a country, and what our eco
nomic strategy is and is not. 

I voted against the President's pro
posal and the proposal of our Demo
cratic Party for three reasons. The 
first reason is that in the midst of the 
worst recession we have had in over a 
decade, I did not see an antirecession, 
progrowth, proindustrial base proposal 
in either one of those budgets. 

The President wants us to believe his 
capital gains tax cut proposal will 
produce jobs. He wants us to believe if 
we give a massive tax benefit to the 
wealthiest 2 or 3 percent of people of 
our economy, that they will do the 
right thing with it. It will trickle 
down, and those unemployed workers I 
talked to Monday will benefit from it. 

I do not believe that, they do not be
lieve that, and anyone who studied the 
economic history of this country in the 
1980's knows that the objective record 
does not support that. 

My own party needs to come up with 
a program for economic growth that 
leaves more dollars in people's pockets 
and makes people have an incentive to 
invest more of those dollars in the di
minishing industrial base of this coun
try, so people can have the kind of jobs 
where they can support their family 
and move on and improve their stand
ard of living, and not just stand still 
the way they are today. 

The second reason I voted against 
both proposals is that, as the gen
tleman from Vermont [Mr. SANDERS] 
said, there is a !-percent difference be
tween the two. One percent. 

Now, the fundamental question here, 
and I know there are others who would 
disagree with the way I come at this 
question, is that a budget of $1.45 tril
lion is just too much. That is too many 
dollars going out of the pockets of 
working men and women in this coun
try and coming to Washington. 

I would argue that there is very little 
difference between the Republican pro
posal and the Democratic proposal. 
They share in common one basic eco
nomic point, and that is that the prop
er economic policy is to take money 
away from people who earned it, and 
use the Federal Government in Wash
ington to redistribute it. 

The only thing they differ on is to 
whom to redistribute that money. The 
Republicans in the White House want 
to redistribute the money to non
competitive defense contractors, to our 
foreign creditors, and to their favorite 
clients served by the Federal bureauc
racy. 

Some Members in the Democratic 
Party want to use the Government to 
redistribute that money to bureauc
racies which claim to be helping people 
move ahead, but the objective record 
says they just are not. They just are 
not moving ahead. 

The third reason that I opposed this 
budget is that I do not think it engages 
in the same kind of analysis we need to 
have when we look at spending. We 
ought to ask ourselves three questions 
whenever we are asked to spend one of 
the taxpayers' dollars. 
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The first question is does this spend

ing induce or retard economic growth. 
The second question that we ought to 

ask is if the Government did not pro-

vide this service, would somebody else, 
or is it really necessary to provide nu
trition for young children or housing 
for senior citizens or environmental 
protection, and if it is, we should do it, 
and we should do it at a greater level 
and with greater quality then we are 
doing today. 

Finally, we ought to ask ourselves 
the question whether it is the best way 
to deliver that service. Does it really 
make sense? Is this appropriation 
going to build more houses or add to 
the housing bureaucracy? Is this appro
priation going to provide higher in
come for senior citizens or more bu
reaucrats in the Federal Government? 

Those are the kinds of questions we 
ought to be asking ourselves. The 300 
or 500 workers I talked to on Monday 
were not included in this budget today. 
There was not a sufficient proposal to 
put them back to work building Amer
ica, not selling each other insurance 
policies or doing word processing for 
each other, although we need those 
service industries and they are good. 
But there was no proposal to face the 
inexorable deterioration of the indus
trial base of this country. 

I do not want to be in a position in 
this country 10 years or 20 years from 
now where if I want to build a house or 
manufacture steel or buy a car that I 
cannot buy a product made in the Unit
ed States. That is the path that we are 
on. That is the direction we are in, and 
each of the two budget proposals taxed 
our people, led us further down that 
road and did not deal with the fun
damental problems of the American 
economy. 

INTRODUCTION OF RESOLUTION 
TO REPLACE IRAQI GOVERN
MENT WITH UNITED NATIONS 
ADMINISTERED GOVERNMENT 
The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 

TAYLOR of Mississippi). Under a pre
vious order of the House, the gen
tleman from Florida [Mr. BACCHUS] is 
recognized for 5 minutes. 

Mr. BACCHUS. Mr. Speaker, my first 
vote as a Member of this House was a 
vote for a new world order. 

In January, I voted to authorize the 
President of the United States to use 
military force to end the occupation of 
Kuwait by Saddam Hussein. 

I did so because I seek a new world in 
which our American dream of freedom 
and democracy can one day become a 
reality for everyone, everywhere. 

I did so because I believed our Presi
dent when he said that he believed in 
that same new world. 

But today that new world we sought 
in January looks very much like the 
same old world. Today, when I listen to 
our President, I am not sure what he 
believes. 

The new world I envisioned is not one 
where armies are allowed to slaughter 
their own people with helicopter 
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gunships and chemical weapons. It is 
not one where starving, freezing chil
dren are allowed to die on remote 
mountains. It certainly is not one 
where the United States of America 
turns away from its responsibility to a 
brave and helpless people, offering only 
the hollow excuse that we cannot 
interfere in the internal affairs of an
other nation. 

There is a word from the old world 
order to describe what is happening in 
Iraq. That word is genocide. The moun
tains of Iraq are the new death camps, 
the new killing fields. One thousand 
precious lives are lost every day. 

I'm far more interested in saving real 
lives than I am in the heartless nu
ances of heedless realpolitik. If the new 
world order is to mean anything at all, 
we must use all reasonable diplomatic, 
economic, and military means to end 
the mass murder of the Kurds, prevent 
the mass sacrifice of the Shiites, and 
remove Saddam Hussein from power. 
We must send a message once and for 
all that we value the fundamental 
human rights of oppressed people more 
than we value the territorial rights of 
oppressive governments. 

President Bush did a superb job in 
bringing the world community to
gether to drive Saddam Hussein from 
Kuwait. 

Rarely has the moral and military 
might of the United States been so ef
fectively and properly applied. 

Why has the President not shown the 
same leadership in bringing the world 
community together to help the inno
cent people of Iraq? Can we truly cele
brate victory amid reports of mass 
starvation and mass execution? Can we 
truly treasure the homecoming of our 
troops while children are tortured be
fore the eyes of the world? Are the yel
low ribbons we have worn so proudly 
beginning to fray? 

I applaud the actions the President 
took yesterday to protect the Kurdish 
refugees. I wish that those and other 
urgently needed actions had come 
sooner. In recent weeks, I've been deep
ly disappointed in the President. He 
called on the people of Iraq to rise up 
against Saddam Hussein. I heard him. 
The whole world heard him. America 
must not abandon them now. 

So today I have joined my distin
guished colleague from New York, Mr. 
SOLARZ, in a letter to the President 
urging him to seek a Security Council 
resolution calling for the resignation of 
the brutal government of Saddam Hus
sein and its replacement by a govern
ment administered by the United Na
tions that would hold free and fair elec
tions. We believe that this resolution 
must authorize the use of whatever 
means are necessary to enforce this de
mand. 

In concert with other members of the 
allied coalition, we must do all we can 
to stop the slaughter in Iraq. We 
should destroy Iraqi helicopters, war-

planes, and artillery when used against 
civilians. We should arm and finance 
what remains of the resistance against 
Saddam Hussein. 

Building on the belated efforts of re
cent days, we should expand our relief 
efforts to feed, clothe, and shelter the 
vast refugee populations fleeing op
pression. We should work through the 
United Nations to create safe havens 
for refugees inside Iraq. We should 
move quickly to provide American 
troops to protect the Kurds in northern 
Iraq, and we should not remove our re
maining troops from southern Iraq at 
this time, for that would allow Saddam 
to slaughter the Shiite refugees we left 
behind, even as he has slaughtered the 
Kurds. 

I am not advocating solely unilateral 
action by the United States. I am not 
advocating that we march on Baghdad 
and impose a government on the people 
of Iraq. 

I am advocating that we help give 
the Iraqi people the means to accom
plish what President Bush encouraged 
them to do: Overthrow Saddam Hus
sein, and establish a new government 
that will live in peace with its own peo
ple and with the rest of the world. I am 
advocating that we live up to the prin
ciples that our brave men and women 
have been defending in the Persian 
Gulf. 

America must continue to stand for 
what America is supposed to stand for. 
Only then will we have a victory truly 
worth celebrating. Only then will we 
have real hope for the new world we 
seek. 

BUILDING A NEW MACEDONIA 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 

previous order of the House, the gentle
woman from New York [Mrs. LOWEY] is 
recognized for 5 minutes. 

Mrs. LOWEY of New York. Mr. Speaker, 
this Sunday the Macedonia Baptist Church in 
Mount Vernon, NY, is breaking ground for a 
new church building. This is not a new experi
ence for Macedonia, which has had a number 
of homes in the 78 years of its existence. In
stead, it is yet another milestone on a path of 
growth and service that has made major con
tributions not only to thousands of individual 
lives, but also to the entire Mount Vernon 
community. 

When Macedonia was founded in 1913, by 
11 men and women under the leadership of 
the Reverend James D. Morris, it met in a 
small mission at 111 West Third Street. Little 
more than a year later, it moved to South 
Eighth Avenue. In the years that followed, a 
succession of locations on South Ninth Ave
nue were the home for this growing congrega
tion, until the completion in 1925 of the church 
building that the Reverend Rinico Nelson 
called a "Christian bulwark in our city * * * an 
edifice that would serve as a beacon light to 
all who came within the vicinity of the commu
nity." 

That magnifiCent structure has served Mac
edonia well for over half a century. It has been 

expanded and redecorated, and has seen the 
congregation flourish and prosper. Now, the 
time has come for the church to begin con
struction of a new home. The task is one to 
which this congregation is well suited, for the 
people of Macedonia are builders. They have 
built a senior citizens' horne that ensures de
cent care for the elderly, built up scholarship 
funds that provide college opportunities to 
young members of the congregation, and es
tablished a day care center that builds children 
into responsible members of the community. 
Under the inspired leadership of the Reverend 
Richard H. Dixon, who has served since 1958, 
Macedonia has built a congregation that is a 
model of dedication and involvement, and in · 
the process has helped in many ways to build 
a better Mount Vernon. 

I look forward to joining the friends and 
members of Macedonia as they begin con
struction of what will no doubt be an impres
sive new building. It will be a reflection of the 
congregation's continued growth, strength, and 
vitality. More importantly, it will reflect the spirit 
and commitment of the people of Macedonia. 
It is that spirit that has enriched the lives of so 
many and which has reached out to others 
throughout Mount Vernon. I know my col
leagues join me in congratulating Reverend 
Dixon and the Macedonia congregation for all 
they have done and wish them every success 
in future endeavors. 

NATIONAL LffiRARY WEEK 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 

previous order of the House, the gen
tleman from New York [Mr. OWENS] is 
recognized for 60 minutes. 

Mr. OWENS of New York. Mr. Speak
er, once each year we celebrate Na
tional Library Week. It gives us an op
portunity to take a look at our most 
taken-for-granted institution. Librar
ies are taken for granted at every level. 
Libraries are an endangered species of 
institutions. More and more of them 
are being closed on a daily basis and 
many of them are facing tremendous 
budget cuts which threaten their sur
vival over the next few years. 

It is ironic that at a time like this 
the administration in the White House 
chooses to place zero in the budget for 
one act which offers some aid to librar
ies across the country. The Library 
Services and Construction Act was pro
posed to be zeroed out by this adminis
tration. It is ironic also because this 
administration supported a White 
House Conference on Libraries which is 
to take place this year between July 9 
and July 13, a White House conference 
to consider the future of libraries and 
how libraries can be more effective in 
our society, and certainly how libraries 
can contribute to educational reform, 
which is very much on the minds of 
people these days. 

We are told that tomorrow the Presi
dent will announce a major new initia
tive for education. 
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When he was elected, he said he 
wanted to be known as the education 
President, and one great step toward 
the achievement of that goal, one great 
step toward being worthy of that label 
will be taken tomorrow with the un
veiling of the next step in the Presi
dent's education reform plan. 

There are some serious contradic
tions that we face from an administra
tion that places zero in the budget for 
library aid, which is already quite 
small; $135 million is all we are talking 
about. It has been at that level for the 
last 10 years almost. You know, $135 
million is ridiculous for a basic institu
tion undergirding all learning proc
esses. 

To allow our libraries to close is 
about as ridiculous as saying that we 
are going to fight a major war and shut 
down the ammunition dump. Are we 
going to fight a major war and the 
warehouse where all the spare parts are 
kept for the military vehicles will be 
closed? Libraries are that basic to the 
learning process. It is a great con
tradiction. 

Mr. Speaker, I am not going to use 
stronger language because I think ev
erything related to education, we 
ought to make an attempt to lift it 
above partisan deliberations and try to 
proceed on education in this country 
on a nonpartisan plane rather than 
hurl accusations at each other. Let us 
plead with each other to be rational, to 
be logical, to apply scientific methods 
as we proceed to try to improve edu
cation in America. 

Certainly libraries are part of the 
process of improvement of education. I 
applaud the President's speechwriter or 
the President himself. He signed this 
letter, which he does every year for Na
tional Library Week, which has all of 
the right language. It is quite informed 
about the role of libraries and the im
portance of libraries. 

I would like to begin my statement 
by placing in the RECORD the Presi
dent's letter designating National Li
brary Week. I will now just read a few 
quotes from this letter from the Presi
dent. It begins: 

There is at the center of virtually every 
American town a library, a repository of his
tory and of our recorded hopes, dreams, and 
plans for tomorrow. Libraries require only 
that we have the desire to learn and to ex
plore the fascinating world of knowledge and 
ideas. For those with the desire to read but 
lacking the ab111ty, libraries hold a key to 
literacy as well, offering special educational 
programs for everyone. Libraries provide ac
cess to all of these treasures through both 
electronic and conventional retrieval serv
ices. Libraries also serve as favorite sanc
tuaries for our children. For students en
gaged in the lifelong process of learning, 
these institutions serve as a. valuable point 
of reference. Indeed, for every citizen, from 
the serious researcher to the individual read
ing for pleasure, libraries refresh the spirit 
and enrich the intellect for every citizen. 
This year National Library Week is a cele-

bration of the fact that those who read suc
ceed. Libraries enable us to enjoy more fully 
the benefits of learning and opportunity and 
by promoting literacy for all Americans we 
can share those benefits with many of our 
fellow citizens. 

Always we get an excellent letter 
from the White House. I agree with the 
basic reasoning, the basic statement in 
the letter, but there is a great con
tradiction between what the President 
states in his letters for National Li
brary Week and what the administra
tion consistently has been doing for 
the last . 2 years, and before that the 
Reagan administration for the last 8 
years. 

We are embarked on a series of ridic
ulous kinds of contradictions when we 
move to restrict libraries at the same 
time we are calling for a new effort to 
improve education. 

Mr. Speaker, I yield to the gentleman 
from Vermont [Mr. SANDERS]. 

Mr. SANDERS. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
the gentleman from New York very 
much for yielding, because his concerns 
are my concerns. 

.Mr. Speaker, I am compelled to make 
a statement this evening, having met 
with several librarians from the State 
of Vermont yesterday, and they edu
cated me as to what the President has 
in mind not only for the libraries in 
the State of Vermont but for the li
braries throughout this country. 

I agree very much with the gen
tleman from New York as to the hor
rendous impact that these proposed 
cuts are going to have. 

Mr. Speaker, I rise in strong opposi
tion to the President's proposal to 
decimate the Department of Edu
cation's funding for libraries. Shortly 
after the First Lady launched the 
"Year of the Lifetime Reader" cam
paign, the man who would have the 
American public think of him as the 
education President cut Federal sup
port for the Library Services and Con
struction Act by 75 percent. 

Ironically, at the same time the 
White House has announced a con
ference on library and information 
services. President Bush is quoted as 
saying that "improving the Nation's li
brary and information services may be 
one of the best investments we make in 
our campaign to end illiteracy," that 
we need to "ensure that our Nation's 
libraries continue to serve as a valu
able source of knowledge and train
ing," that we "must meet the informa
tion needs of all of our citizens-espe
cially minorities, the elderly, dis
advantaged young people, and persons 
living in rural areas." 

This, at the same time as he is cut
ting Federal aid for libraries through 
LSCA from $143 million to $35 million 
in his budget proposal. The impact of a 
cut of this magnitude would be enor
mous on the public library system. 

In my State of Vermont, a rural 
State, we are very dependent on the 

small amount of Federal aid we receive 
for libraries. Let me give you just a few 
examples. LSCA title I provides $211,000 
for regional libraries which provide 
services to the 42 towns which have no 
local library, as well as supplemental 
book collections to 196 small, rural li
braries and consulting services, con
tinuing education across the State. 
LSCA title II provides $136,000 in 
matching funds for renovation, con
struction, and technology enhance
ment. In Vermont none of these funds 
are used for administration. LSCA title 
III provides an 800 line connecting li
braries around the State to a comput
erized data base, itself funded by the 
State. Our State librarian, Patricia 
Klinck, summed up the effect of the 
proposed cuts quite clearly: "In a rural 
environment, LSCA funding means the 
difference between access and isola
tion." 

Not only is the 75-percent cut dev
astating to our public libraries. The 
fact is that the remaining $35 million 
for literacy is not specifically des
ignated and would become part of the 
State Block Grant Program, which in
cludes funds for welfare, human serv
ices, and education. Library services 
would, in all likelihood, not fare well 
in competition with more immediately 
obvious pressing needs such as hunger 
and housing, especially in these dif
ficult economic times. 

We must not allow these cuts to go 
through. We must speak out on the 
specific impacts of these and the many 
other cuts being quietly implemented 
while nonconsequential actions are 
used in a shell game to divert media at
tention from the real issues. In his let
ter accompanying the announcement of 
the White House Conference on Library 
and Information Services, President 
Bush writes, "Our ability to stay ahead 
depends, in large part, on our ability to 
stay informed." I could not agree more. 
The problem is that when the U.S. Gov
ernment says one thing and does an
other, it is difficult for the American 
people to do that. 

Mr. Speaker, I thank the gentleman 
from New York for allowing me to 
speak. 

Mr. OWENS of New York. Mr. Speak
er, I would like to proceed with my 
theme that we have illogic prevailing. 
We have contributions that are hard to 
bear. 

I would like to make a plea to the 
new Secretary of Education, Mr. Alex
ander, and his overseers in the White 
House to reexamine this attitude and 
their posture on libraries. It con
tradicts so much of what they are pro
posing with respect to education. 

Libraries are very high cost/benefit 
operations. For the amount of money 
we put into them, we get a tremendous 
benefit. There is probably no other edu
cational enterprise that we engage in 
which yields such a high benefit for the 
low cost. 
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The Federal Government has never 

been a great supporter of libraries. The 
library aid at this point being proposed 
by Congress is $143 million. If we take 
the whole history of the Library Serv
ices and Constitution Act over a period 
of about 25 years, all of that money 
that has been used for aid to libraries 
would not equal the cost of one single 
aircraft carrier. One aircraft carrier 
costs $3.3 billion, $3.5 billion. Federal 
aid to libraries has not even added up 
to one aircraft carrier all the years 
that it has been available. So we are 
talking about a very small amount of 
money. 

We do have a White House Conference 
on Library and Information Services 
going forward. It was initiated by Con
gress, signed by the President, and our 
total Government is behind this con
ference that will be held in July. 
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Of course, the preamble to that law
Public Law 100--382-the preamble to 
that law includes in it statements like 
the following: "The future"-! am 
quoting from the preamble-"The fu
ture of our society depends on develop
ing the learning potential inherent in 
all children and youth, especially lit
erary, reading, research, and retrieval 
skills." It goes on with many other 
statements which are very much on 
target in terms of the role and the need 
of libraries. 

Mr. Speaker, instead of reading this 
summary by the American Library As
sociation, I will submit the summary 
in its entirety for the RECORD. 

SUMMARY OF AMERICAN LIBRARY ASSOCIATION APPRO
PRIATIONS RECOMMENDATIONS FOR FISCAL YEAR 1992 
LABOR-HHS-EDUCATION APPROPRIATIONS 

[In thousands of dollars] 

Fiscal year- Fiscal year 1992-

Ubrary program 1990 1991 Adminis- A1A ret-
appro- appro- Author- !ration ommen-
priation priation ization request dations 

Ubrary Services and Con-
struction Act ................ 126,321 132,163 (I) 35,000 207,500 

Title I, public library 
services .............. 82,505 83,898 (I) 335,000 100,000 

Title II, public li-
brary construction 18,900 19,218 (I) 55,000 

Title Ill, interlibrary 
cooperation ......... 19,551 19,908 (I) 0 35,000 

Trtle JV, Indian li-
braries ................ (4) (4) (4) ............... 

Title V, foreign lan-
auaee materials . 976 

Title VI, library lit-
(I) 1,000 

eracy ................... 5,365 
Title VII evaluation 

8,163 (I) 10,000 

and assessment, 0 (I) 500 
Title VIII, library 

leamina center 
proarams 5 .......... (I) 6,000 

Hiaher Education Act U-
brary Proarams ............ 10,325 

Title 11-8, training 
10,735 (I) '21,000 

and research ...... 855 976 
Trtle 11-C, research 

(I) 70 5,000 

libraries .............. 5,738 5,855 (I) 10,000 
Title 11-D, technoklflY 3,732 3,90.4 (I) 5,000 
Title VI, section 607 

loreian periodi-
cals ..................... (I) 1,000 

Hawkins/Stafford Elemen-
taryiSecondary School 
lmprvwement Act, ESEA 
chapter 2' .................. 

National Commission on 
487,894 469,408 672,000 462,577 500,000 

Ubraries and Info. 
Science ........................ 750 732 750,000 911 911 

SUMMARY OF AMERICAN LIBRARY ASSOCIATION APPRO
PRIATIONS RECOMMENDATIONS FOR FISCAL YEAR 1992 
LABOR-HHS-EDUCATION APPROPRIATIONS-Continued 

[In thousands of dollars] 

Fiscal year- Fiscal year 1992-

Ubrary program 

National Center for Edu-
cation statistics (in-

Na~~nd~rti~~;~ryofs~~~ 39,739 63,524 (I) 80,060 80,060 

cine (including Medical 
library Assistance Act) 81,861 91,408 (') 100,554 100,554 

1 Such sums. 
2 For LSCA, AlA recommends amounts authorized for fiscal year 1990 in 

Pu~1~ro~~0t~-~rus~~~~ ~~~hlile~i~9~~iivities . 
4 Funded at 2 percent of appropriations for LSCA, II, and Ill. 
$Under Public Law 101-254, no appropriation may be made for LSCA VIII 

unless the total for lSCA I, II, and Ill is at least equal to the previous year's 
total plus 4 percent. (AlA's first priority for lSCA funding is restoration of 
LSCA programs currently funded.) 

6 For HEA II, AlA recommends amounts authorized for fiscal year 1987. 
7 Part of a proposed consolidation of several graduate fellowship pro

grams will Secretary setting priorities for each year. 
• The six targeted uses of chapter 2 funds include school library resources 

and training of librarians. 
942 usc 275. 

Mr. Speaker, I also would like to 
note a few other items that I would 
like to submit for the RECORD, includ
ing a summary of recommended level 
of appropriations for i terns which re
late to libraries. 

The President, as I said before, 
placed in the budget zero for the Li
brary Services and Construction Act, 
but the American Library Association 
recommends a rather conservative fig
ure, $207,500,000. For the Higher Edu
cation Act Library Programs, a total 
of $21 million is recommended. For the 
Hawkins-Stafford Elementary, Second
ary Improvement Act, which contains 
chapter 2 which relates to libraries, 
$500 million is recommended. The Li
brary of Congress, the National Li
brary of Medicine, everything that re
lates to libraries, there are rec
ommendations here which I agree with. 
They are far from the sums that have 
been requested by the administration, 
and of course, unfortunately, they are 
far from the sums that have been rec
ommended in the budget resolution 
which was passed today. I placed the 
summary of the recommended appro
priations into the RECORD. 

I will insert the letter from the 
White House at this point: 

THE WHITE HOUSE, 
Washington, March 28, 1991. 

There is at the center of virtually every 
American town a library, a repository of his
tory and of our recorded hopes, dreams, and 
plans for tomorrow. Libraries hold the ac
quired wisdom of the ages, as well as con
temporary ideas and information, providing 
access to these treasures through both elec
tronic and conventional retrieval services. 

Libraries require only that we have the de
sire to learn and to explore the fascinating 
world of knowledge and ideas. For those with 
the desire to read, but lacking the ability, li
braries hold a key to literacy as well, offer
ing special educational programs for every
one. 

Libraries also serve as favorite sanctuaries 
for our children, revealing in their quiet 
rooms new worlds to entertain and to chal
lenge growing young minds. For students en-

gaged in the lifelong process of learning, 
these institutions serve as valuable points of 
reference. Indeed, for every citizen-from the 
serious researcher to the individual reading 
for pleasure-libraries refresh the spirit and 
enrich the intellect. 

This year, National Library Week is a cele
bration of the fact that those who read suc
ceed. Libraries enable us to enjoy more fully 
the benefits of learning and opportunity; and 
by promoting literacy for all Americans, we 
can share those benefits with millions of our 
fellow citizens. 

GEORGE BUSH. 

One of the items which will be dis
cussed at the White House Conference 
on Libraries is a brandnew proposal 
that will require considerable funding 
from the Federal Government. Only 
the Federal Government can make it 
happen. It is called NREN, the pro
posed National Research and Education 
Network. It is a high-capacity, high
quality computer network which sup
ports a broad set of applications and 
network services for the research and 
education community. The NREN will 
be an expansion and an upgrading of 
the existing interconnected array of 
mostly research networks such as the 
national NSFNET and the regional net
works, NYSERNET and SURANET, and 
local area networks on campuses 
known collectively as Internet. The 
aim is to reach gigabit per capacity 
over several years. This has been de
scribed as a national highway for infor
mation. It will be for the average 
American, placed at their disposal kind 
of an electronic retrieval system al
ready available to corporations and sci
entists doing high-level research. It 
will be a very efficient, efficient sys
tem since it will research everybody, 
and kind of a hope for the future, 
dream for the future, which I hope will 
be discussed extensively at the White 
House Conference on Libraries. It will 
require funding. It will require consid
erable new funding. It will be in ac
cordance with the kind of proposals 
that are being made by the President 
and the Governors in their six rec
ommended goals for education. 

Those six goals cannot be realized 
unless there is more support via librar
ies and new kinds of information sys
tems. An electronic retrieval system 
would be a vital necessity in order to 
upgrade our entire educational system, 
especially the parts which talk about 
increasing our students' abilities in the 
areas of math and science. Mr. Speak
er, I will include a summary of the Na
tional Research and Education Net
work factsheet in the RECORD at this 
point. 

NATIONAL RESEARCH AND EDUCATION 
NETWORK F ACTSHEET, APRIL 1991 

What is the NREN? The proposed National 
Research and Education Network (or NREN, 
pronounced en-ren) is a high-capacity, high
quality computer network which supports a 
broad set of applications and network serv
ices for the research and education commu
nity. The NREN will be an expansion and up
grading of the existing interconnected array 
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of mostly scientific research networks, such 
as the nationwide NSFNET (the backbone) 
and regional networks such as NYSERNET 
and SURANET, and local area networks on 
campuses and elsewhere, known collectively 
as the Internet. The aim is to reach gigabit 
(a gigabit is one billion bits) per second ca
pacity over several years. 

The concept of the NREN originated as a 
means to connect supercomputer centers and 
to accommodate the massive amounts of 
data produced by high-performance com
puter projects. Reports over the past several 
years by a number of organizations-the 
White House Office of Science and Technol
ogy Policy and its Federal Coordinating 
Council for Science, Engineering, and Tech
nology (FCCSET), the National Research 
Council, the Congressional Office of Tech
nology Assessment, EDUCOM and others
have shaped the concept and moved it for
ward. 

Supercomputers and super networks are 
needed to address "grand challenges" such as 
global climate change and the mapping of 
the human genome, but such advanced com
puting and communications capacity also 
makes possible the transmission of unprece
dented volumes of other kinds of electronic 
data and information-from electronic mail 
to electronic journals to entire digital li
brary collections including audio and visual 
components. Educational needs are now part 
of the NREN plan although it is undecided 
how wide the range of users and institutions 
will be. However, the ability of a researcher 
to connect to computerized tools is becom
ing a necessity for scholars in all fields, stu
dents at all levels, and information seekers 
wherever located. 

Administration Plan. Development of the 
NREN is part of a Presidential initiative de
scribed in a 1991 report from the Office of 
Science and Technology Policy, "Grand 
Challenges: High-Performance Computing 
and Communications." This multiagency 
initiative calls for $638 million in President 
Bush's FY 1992 budget, an increase of about 
30 percent over similar activities in FY91. 
These funds would support activities in four 
program areas; high-performance computing 
systems, advanced software technology and 
algorithms, the NREN, and basic research 
and human resources. The OSTP report calls 
the FY92 network under this plan the "Inter
agency Interim NREN." 

Legislation. Legislation to establish the 
NREN was first introduced by Sen. Albert 
Gore Jr. (D-TN) in 1988. He introduced the 
bill again in the 101st Congress, and a revised 
version of S. 1067 passed the Senate in Octo
ber 1990, but the House did not act on HR 
3131, the companion bill. 

Sen. Gore has again introduced legislation 
this year (S. 272, the High-Performance Com
puting Act of 1991) on which his Science, 
Technology, and Space Subcommittee held a 
hearing on March 5. A revised version of S. 
272 was approved by the parent Commerce, 
Science, and Transportation Committee on 
March 19. 

A companion bill (H.R. 656) has been intro
duced by Rep. George Brown (D-CA), Chair
man of the Science, Space, and Technology 
Committee. Two subcommittees held a hear
ing. March 7 on H.R. 656. Rep. Rick Boucher 
(D-VA) presided as Chairman of the Science 
Subcommittee at the hearing cosponsored by 
the Technology and Competitiveness Sub
committee, chaired by Rep. Tim Valentine 
(D-NC). H.R. 656 is expected to be marked up 
this spring. 

A third bill is also pending (S. 343), the De
partment of Energy High-Performance Com-

puting Act of 1991), introduced by Sen. J. 
Bennett Johnston (D-LA), Chairman of the 
Energy and Natural Resources Committee. 
S. 343 would have the Energy Department es
tablish a Federal High-Performance Com
puter Network to serve many of the same 
purposes envisioned for the NREN. 

Provisions of Bills. S. 272 and H.R. 656 as
sign a lead role to FCCSET, which is to de
velop a National High-Performance Comput
ing Plan involving multiagency collabora
tion. The long list of agencies includes the 
Library of Congress, the National Agricul
tural Library, the National Library of Medi
cine, and the Department of Education. The 
National Science Foundation is designated 
the lead agency to coordinate NREN develop
ment among the various agencies. 

In the Committee-approved version of S. 
272, the NREN is to link research and edu
cational institutions, government, and in
dustry in every state. Federal agencies are 
to work with state and local agencies, librar
ies, educational institutions and organiza
tions, and private network service providers 
in order to ensure that researchers, edu
cators, and students have access to the net
work. Within the federal government, NSF is 
to have primary responsibility for connect
ing colleges, universities, and libraries to 
the network. To the extent practicable, the 
network is to provide access to electronic in
formation resources maintained by libraries, 
research facilities, publishers, and affiliated 
organiza tiona. 

The bills call for various agency activities 
and/or FCCSET reports to address such is
sues as standards to provide interoperability, 
common user interfaces, network security 
and user privacy, protection of copyrights, 
pricing policies and plans for eventual com
mercialization of the network. 

Library Interest. The Senate bill as or
dered reported includes some improvements 
suggested by the American Library Associa
tion and the Association of Research Librar
ies in testimony and recommended amend
ments, as well as some elements suggested 
by a Partnership for the NREN (20 education, 
library, and computing organizations, in
cluding ALA, ARL, the American Associa
tion of Law Libraries, the Chief Officers of 
State Library Agencies, the Coalition for 
Networked Information, EDUCOM, and the 
Special Libraries Association). 

These improvements include the idea of 
NREN connections to all 50 states, addi
tional references to education as a whole and 
to libraries, collaboration with potential 
users, the possibility of using the network as 
a dissemination vehicle for federal databases 
and information, and specifying library and 
information science in research, education, 
and training components. 

S. 272 and H.R. 656 call for development of 
a mechanism to coordinate and manage the 
network, but are not very specific about the 
governance structure. This is probably the 
most important unresolved issue as far as 
Partnership for the NREN organizations are 
concerned. Also of concern to library and 
education organizations is the issue of how 
S. 272 and S. 343 may be reconciled, particu
larly with regard to governance issues and 
the ability of the network to serve edu
cation, broadly defined. 

EDUCOM estimates that federal funding of 
the current internet amounts to only about 
10 percent of the total investment, with the 
remainder coming from universities, states, 
and industry. The bills should provide more 
explicitly for a governance structure with 
balanced participation by users of the net
work (including government, the private sec-

tor, education and libraries) in establishing 
policy and in developing standards. Among 
all the reports and studies should be one on 
progress in connecting the broad education 
and library communities to the network, and 
on possible mechanisms for ensuring long
term, low-cost communications for edu
cational institutions and libraries. 

ALA has endorsed the concept of a Na
tional Research and Education Network with 
library participation for the following rea
sons listed in ALA testimony in March 1991 
on S. 272 and H.R. 656: 

The NREN has the potential to revolution
ize the conduct of research, education, and 
information transfer. 

Current Internet users want library-like 
services, and libraries have responded with 
everything from online catalogs to elec
tronic journals. 

Libraries provide access points for users 
without an institutional base. 

With libraries and their networks, the sup
port structure to make good use of the 
NREN already exists. 

NREN development should build on exist
ing federal investments in the sharing of li
brary and information resources and the dis
semination of government information. 

The NREN's higher capac! ty will enable 
the sharing of full text and nontextual li
brary and archival resources. 

Libraries provide a useful laboratory for 
exploration of what services and what user 
interfaces might stimulate a mass market
place. 

Public, school, and college libraries are ap
propriate institutions to bridge the growing 
gap between the information poor and the in
formation rich. 

Libraries of all types linked to the NREN 
would enhance the national investment in 
the network, spread its benefits.more widely, 
and increase access to the resources avail
able over it through an institution already 
established to assist users with information 
needs. 

Another set of issues called Govern
ment information policy issues relat
ing to matters of grave concern to li
braries and involve libraries. The Gov
ernment information policy issues in
clude issues related to depository li
braries, issues related to the Office of 
Management and Budget Circular A-
130. A-130 is a circular that has been in 
existence for some time, promulgated 
for the Office of Management and 
Budget under Freedom of Information 
and is of intense interest. It was an
nounced that they will provide guid
ance to the Federal agencies to provide 
electronic information products to de
pository libraries, but not both prod
ucts and services. Such a number of 
Government publications are being dis
tributed through on-line services such 
as electronic billboards, and moves to 
eliminate products alone would restrict 
public access to Government informa
tion. 

Currently, depository libraries are 
participating in pilot projects which 
would provide for the dissemination of 
electronic services throughout the 
Government Printing Office. These are 
like the national highway of informa
tion. They are new systems of dissemi
nating information, electronic format, 
which require the coordination and the 
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support of Government. This is one of 
the many Government information pol
icy issues which is of concern to the li
brary community. It is also concerned 
about the Paperwork Reduction Act 
Reauthorization. We are concerned 
about the Freedom of Information Act, 
and a number of other acts of consider
able importance. Mr. Speaker, I ask to 
place the summary of Government in
formation policy issues in the RECORD 
in its entirety at this point, and it is as 
follows: 

GoVERNMENT INFORMATION POLICY ISSUES 
F ACTSHEET, APRIL 1991 

GPO Appropriations: For the Superintend
ent of Documents operation, the Government 
Printing Office is requesting $27,371,000 for 
FY92. Together with $755,000 in funding from 
FY91 which Congress withheld from obliga
tion until FY92, this would give SuDocs 
$28,126,000, compared with $25,745,000 in FY91. 
Of the total, $22,616,000 would be for distribu
tion to depository libraries. In appropria
tions testimony in February, Public Printer 
Robert Houk provided a status report on the 
original five pilot electronic projects, efforts 
which GPO expects to complete in 1991. 

On cost sharing, a controversial issue with 
cost implications for libraries, Houk said 
that all participants in online electronic dis
semination services, including depository li
braries, "may be required to pay a portion of 
the cost of such services to the extent al
lowed by law. Adequate controls are essen
tial and limitations on free service access 
must be considered early in any arrangement 
to make databases available to the public 
through the depository library network." 

Katherine Mawdsley, University of Califor
nia, Davis, testifying about GPO appropria
tions on behalf of ALA and the Association 
of Research Libraries, urged GPO SuDocs 
funding at a level which would support dis
tribution 9f electronic information through 
the Depository Library Program, and sustain 
the current distribution of paper and micro
fiche. 

Depository Libraries. Rep. Charles Rose 
(D-NC), Chair of the Joint Committee on 
Printing, plans hearings on April 25 regard
ing public access to government information 
through depository libraries and other 
means. Three depository librarians have 
been invited as witnesses. 

Revision of OMB Circular A-130. In a move 
of intense interest to the library community, 
the Office of Management and Budget an
nounced that it wUl revise guidance to fed
eral agencies to provide electronic informa
tion products to depositories-but not both 
products and services. Since a number of 
government publications are being distrib
uted through online services, such as elec
tronic bulletin boards, moves to limit agen
cy compliance with depository requirements 
to products alone would restrict public ac
cess to government information. Currently, 
depository libraries are participating in pilot 
projects for the dissemination of electronic 
services through the Government Printing 
Office. 

The announcement regarding depository li
braries appears in OMB's plans to revise its 
controversial OMB Circular No. A-130, Man
agement of Federal Information Resources, 
published in the March FEDERAL REGISTER 
(56 FR ~28). This is an advance notice, 
not a draft of the revised circular. OMB in
vites comments on the issues most requiring 
revision, on new formulation of policy, and 
on the directions that formulation should 

take. Comments are due by May 3; OMB is 
likely to issue a draft circular for public 
comment soon after the date. 

Paperwork Reduction Act Reauthoriza
tion. The reauthorization of the Paperwork 
Reduction Act failed to pass before the 101st 
Congress adjourned. Prospects for this con
troversial legislation are uncertain at this 
time. OMB cites the Paperwork Reduction 
Act as its authority for Circular A-130, and 
plan to revise the circular despite the lack of 
an authorization since September 1989. 

Freedom of Information Act. Congress is 
considering explicitly including computer 
and electronic records under the Freedom of 
Information Act in the same manner as doc
uments printed on paper. Rep. Gerald Klecz
ka (D-WI), joined by Rep. Bob Wise (D-WV), 
introduced HR 1423, the Freedom of Informa
tion Public Access Improvement Act of 1991, 
on March 13. The Senate Judiciary Sub
committee on Technology and the Law, 
chaired by Sen. Patrick Leahy (D-VT), is in 
the process of drafting proposed amendments 
to the FOIA. 

One last item I would like to place in 
the RECORD, Mr. Speaker, relates to an 
article which was placed in the Wall 
Street Journal on February 13, 1991. In 
this article they talk about many pub
lic libraries being forced to close their 
doors for months. There are towns in 
West Virginia where libraries have 
closed, and they are not sure when they 
will reopen. We know of West Virginia, 
but I submit that there are probably 
many others across the country that 
are closing and have not been noted by 
the Wall Street Journal. 

Forty States have major problems in 
terms of budget for the entire States. 
The recession has hit very hard. The 
mismanagement of the Reagan years, 
and the mismanagement of the Bush 
years is coming home. We are pouring 
more money into savings and loan as
sociations than we are into maintain
ing the educational infrastructure or 
the physical infrastructure of the Na
tion. All of this is hitting all of our in
stitutions. Libraries are very small. 
They have very little political clout, so 
they are just a preview, just a preview 
of coming attractions in terms of insti
tutions which will be wiped out in their 
entirety if we do not change our poli
cies, and turn the management of our 
Government around. 

In this article, the Wall Street Jour
nal has done a great service by listing 
all the States of the Union and the 
amount of money spent on libraries in 
each one of those States per capita. 
For the number of people, for each per
son in the State, the following 
amounts are spent. I will give a few ex
amples from the article. New York 
leads the list, and we are proud in New 
York of the great amount of assistance 
that comes from the State, and the tra
dition of maintaining libraries at the 
local level, but even with this great ef
fort we are so proud. We are only 
spending $29.48 per person for libraries 
in New York. The District of Columbia 
is to be congratulated, because the Dis
trict of Columbia has resources which 
are quite meager compared to the 

State of New York, and they rank sec
ond, with an expenditure of $29.46 per 
person. And so it goes until we get 
down to Mississippi, which spends $6.58 
per person; Arkansas spends $5.98 per 
person. 

I will insert the article here: 
[From the Wall Street Journal, Feb. 13, 1991] 

MANY PuBLIC LIBRARIES SUFFER MAJOR 
BLOWS IN LOCAL BUDGET CRISES 

(By James S. Hirsch) 
PocA, W.VA.-When the one-room library 

closed down here in June, it was like a death 
in the family. 

On the library's last day, children brought 
stuffed bears and flowers for the librarian. 
Later, residents who hadn't heard the news 
pounded on the locked wooden door of the 
building. 

"They couldn't believe we were really clos
ing," says Betty Hamilton, the librarian. 
"To a child, the library was always there. 
Then suddenly something is missing from 
their life. It's like when someone dies, 
there's a little empty space there." 

The Poca library was one of three small 
branches closed last year in Putnam County, 
a bedroom community for Charleston and 
Huntington. Why? Each branch cost about 
$15,000 a year to operate-more than the 
county could afford. 

TROUBLING TREND 
Finally, the small libraries begged enough 

money to reopen part-time this week. But 
after making do for eight months, the people 
of the three communities offer a dark 
glimpse of life without libraries-and a warn
ing to other areas of the country, both urban 
and rural, where many of the nation's 15,000 
public libraries are struggling to survive. 

Libraries face soaring costs for books, peri
odicals and computers just as their budgets 
are being squeezed by cash-strapped local 
governments. Few libraries have been closed 
completely, but officials are cutting hours, 
trimming staffs, slashing book and periodi
cal budgets and leaving broken boilers and 
other problems unfixed. 

The New York City library system has cut 
hours by 10% since 1988 and faces a new 8% 
budget cut. In Brooklyn last week, dem
onstrators draped library doors with black 
cloth to protest layoffs and service cuts, in
cluding programs affecting children. The Los 
Angeles system has been under a hiring 
freeze since last year that has left the librar
ies with about 110 positions unfilled, or 10% 
of the staff. In Dade County, Fla., library of
ficials have to cut back by 3%, and that 
"may mean shutting smaller branches," a 
spokesman says. 

In Philadelphia, the public library has can
celed orders for 20,000 new books and has de
layed reopening three branches that are un
dergoing capital improvements. "I just got a 
report that says we still have toilet paper 
but don't have paper towels," says Elliot 
Shelkrot, president and director of the Free 
Library of Philadelphia. "It gets down to ba
sics." 

Throughout the U.S., libraries are pleading 
for money. In a special election, residents in 
Rockland County, N.Y., went to the polls 
last week to vote on one issue: Whether to 
increase property taxes to raise $245,000 an
nually for public libraries in Suffern and 
Sloatsburg. The tax passed, 336 to 142. 

GROWING ILLITERACY 
The cutbacks come despite growing con

cern that illiteracy rates are rising and that 
workers don't have sufficient reading skills. 
The retrenchment is particularly painful 
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now beause library use traditionally goes up 
during recessions, when people flock to 
branches to seek out newspaper want-ads 
and books become an important source of 
free entertainment. 

Public libraries are especially vulnerable 
in a slumping economy. Libraries usually 
don't charge fees and instead get most of 
their money from local governments. But 
today, may cities and counties, struggling 
with budget problems, are cutting services 
across the board. Libraries, considered less 
essential than services such as police and 
fire protection, often get the crumbs of a 
shrinking economic pie. 

No help is coming from Washington. The 
Department of Education increased its allot
ment for public libraries to $132 million in 
1990 from $74.5 million in 1981, an increase 
that library advocates say fails to keep up 
with inflation. And President Bush's new 
budg~t recommends a 73% cut, to $35 million. 

A LARGE CIVIC ROLE 

The library cutbacks have hit especially 
hard in rural America, where branches play 
a larger civic role than their urban counter
parts. They often serve as cultural centers, 
social dens and auxiliaries to local grade 
schools. Yet public support is difficult to 
muster in the hardscrabble counties, where 
anti-tax fever runs high and where, accord
ing to Peggy Bias, director of the Putnam 
County, W.Va., library system, many adults 
"think a library's a luxury." She adds, 
"They didn't have it when they were growing 
up and don't see why they need it." 

Few states need healthy libraries more 
than West Virginia, which is ranked 49th in 
the nation in state literacy ratings, accord
ing to U.S. Census figures. In fact, West Vir
ginia has one of the nation's most innovative 
public library systems, thanks to the flam
boyant state library commissioner, Frederic 
J. Glazer. During his 19-year tenure, Mr. 
Glazer has more than doubled the number of 
public libraries and installed a model com
puter network system with the help of 
shrewd marketing and irrepressible show
manship. 

Testifying before a committee of state leg
islators in 1972, Mr. Glazer gave each mem
ber a five-cent pack of Life Savers. Because 
West Virginia was spending four cents per 
capita on library services at the time, Mr. 
Glazer told the lawmakers, "This pack costs 
more than we're spending for library service, 
and that's shameful." 

His efforts paid off. West Virginia now 
spends $2.96 of state money per person on li
brary service, compared with the national 
average of $1.37-but when spending from 
local governments is included, West Virginia 
is ranked near the bottom among states. 
Under Mr. Glazer's stewardship, the number 
of libraries in the state has risen to 185 from 
90. In the early 1980s, a computer network 
was installed in 120 libraries, connecting re
mote mountainous communities with phone 
and microwave links, to tell library users 
where they can find books in the system. 
Satellite dishes are being put up in about 100 
libraries this year, paid for by a private do
nation. 

State funding, however, has been stagnant 
for several years, and makes up only 38% of 
the money needed to run the libraries. For 
all his progress, Mr. Glazer can't overcome 
economic reality. "Uncle Sam can bail out 
all these businesses, but he can't bail out a 
library," Mr. Glazer laments. "Libraries are 
just as important as Chrysler, and if they're 
uncertain, let them build cars with workers 
who can't read." 

A 1979 WORLD BOOK 

Even his best efforts couldn't prevent five 
branches from closing last year, including 
those in the small towns of Poca, Eleanor 
and Buffalo in Putnam County, which has a 
total population of 42,597. Holding 5,000 
books each, these so-called "outpost" 
branches are squat prefabricated wooden 
structures that had been rolled into town. 
The buildings came without windows, but 
now each has 'One-only because the libraries 
used part of a small grant for books to do the 
construction. 

When the Poca branch was in full swing, a 
financial adviser helped residents with tax 
forms. Copier and fax machines drew crowds. 
Rhododendrons bloomed in front, and Ms. 
Hamilton, the librarian, notarized wills, read 
stories to preschool children and allowed 
overdue book borrowers to pay fines with 
cans of food, which were donated to a soup 
kitchen. But the problems were obvious, too: 
The library's World Book is dated 1979. 

Before the libraries got their reprieve, Put
nam officials tried to keep the branches open 
with three proposed tax levies, but all failed. 
The most recent, in November, received 
58.4% of the vote, just shy of the 60% needed 
for passage. 

READING LESS 

The closings cut deep wounds, not all of 
which will be healed by the limited 
reopenings. At Buffalo High School, entire 
classes depended on the library for research 
projects; after the building closed, students 
had to be bused to libraries in other towns. 
"It hurts, particularly with the better stu
dents," says Bill Sanders, the principal. "In 
a small town, anytime you lose something, 
you lose part of your life." 

In Eleanor, six-year-old Tract Flynn would 
walk to the library and check out Garfield 
books. In the summer, she went for story 
hours, when the librarian read poems and 
fairy tales, led sing-alongs and served cook
ies and Kool-Aid. But all that ended last 
June when the library closed. The main 
county library is 10 miles away in Hurricane, 
and Traci's parents, who both work, rarely 
had time to take her there. Traci's school 
doesn't have a library, so she read few books. 
"We have books, but she doesn't like to read 
the same ones over again," says her mother, 
Carla Flynn. 

In Poca, it used to take Carol Carroll three 
minutes to drive to the library, where her 
two children would check out Judy Blume 
books. With the library closed, it took 20 
minutes to reach the main library, so trips 
were reduced. "I was so naive, I never 
thought a library could close," she says. 
"It's like a church packing up and hitting 
the road. It's just supposed to be there." 

In January, the county library commission 
asked for $40,000 from the Putnam County 
Commission and the Putnam County School 
Board to reopen the branches. The school 
board, which already gives $40,000 a year, 
turned down the request, suggesting the 
branches use volunteers instead of paid li
brarians. 

"We have a lot of justifiable causes, and we 
can't fund all of them," says Sam Sentelle, 
the school superintendent. Noting that all of 
Putman's high schools and middle schools 
have libraries, he adds, "We need more books 
for our own libraries." In addition, he says, 
"The electorate has turned down tax money 
for the library, and if the schools gave their 
money to the library, it would circumvent 
popular will." 

The county, however, agreed to put up 
$20,000, in addition to the $71,000 it already 
spends. That was enough to reopen the 

branches for 30 hours a week starting this 
week. On Monday, Putnam library officials 
cut a red ribbon on the staircase leading to 
the front door and children from a local ele
mentary school brought Ms. Hamilton flow
ers and a heart-shaped balloon inscribed with 
the message, "You're special." But the joy 
could be short-lived: If more money isn't 
found, even the parttime hours will be cut in 
half. 

THE $11,000 LmRARIAN 

Other libraries, like the one in Peterstown 
(pop 640), a poor tobacco-farming community 
on the Virginia border, get by on a shoe
string and a prayer. Nestled amid oak and 
maple trees in the Appalachian Mountain 
Range, the carousel-shaped wooden library 
has been used for wedding receptions, slum
ber parties, scout meetings and political fo
rums. 

Students at the local grade school, which 
lacks a book collection of its own, come fre
quently. On a recent day, the doors fly open 
and 25 fourth graders noisily drop off books, 
then rush for the stacks to find Hardy Boys, 
the Black Stallion, and Nancy Drew. When 
the children leave, librarian Annette Rule
Place and her three volunteers grab the re
turned volumes and scurry to the shelves. 
They have a half-hour to replace about 100 
books before the next class arrives. 

The library almost closed in the mid-19808. 
Monroe County had cut back its funding 
after money from federal revenue sharing 
dried up (a problem that also hit Putnam, 
where federal revenue sharing once ac
counted for 16% of the county's budget). Ms. 
Rule-Place laid off her one paid assistant, 
cut magazine subscriptions and opened the 
library only three days a week. Even though 
the county had no book stores, support for 
its two public libraries has been difficult to 
gain. The libraries twice asked voters to ap
prove a property tax levy, but lost both 
times. 

So. Ms. Rule-Place 's library has hung on 
through private donations and grants, which, 
together with public money, make up its 
$24,240 budget. Two years ago, it landed an 
additional $25,000 state grant, which has al
lowed the library to stay open six days a 
week. 

Ms. Rule-Place and her volunteers also 
scrape up nickels and dimes. On the check
out desk sits a large tin can for contribu
tions. So far today: 37 cents. The library 
once raised a few dollars when Ms. Rule
Place dressed up some children as Little Bo 
Peep, gave them a tin cup and sent them to 
a mall. "I went as Mother Goose," she says 
proudly. 

A native West Virginian, Ms. Rule-Place 
has used her own money for crayons, glue, 
pencils and other supplies. She is also the 
judge for the grade school spelling bee and 
coordinator for the county's Girl Scouts. Her 
annual salary is $11,000. "I want these kids to 
have the same educational opportunities as 
kids from New York or Pennsylvania, and 
I'm going to do my damnedest to make sure 
they do," she says. 

Her 14-year career as a librarian has a sto
rybook twist. She met her third husband 
here. He was standing in adult nonfiction 
and it was love at first sight. They married 
two years later. "All good things," Ms. Rule
Place says, "happen in a library." 
Libraries' Lament-states ranked by all money 

spent per capita [or public libraries in 1989, 
preliminary data in dollars 

New York ........................................... $29.48 
District of Columbia ... ....... .. .. ..... .. ... .. 29.46 
Maryland ........ ....... ........... ... ....... ....... 24.45 
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Alaska .. .... ... . ...... ... .. . . ... .. .. ... . . . .... .. .. . . . 23.64 
Ohio ·................................................... 23.34 
Connecticut ....................................... 22.10 
New Jersey ........................................ 21.16 
Wyoming ....... ......... .......... .................. 19.83 
Washington ........................................ 19.81 
lllinois .. . . .. . .. . .. .. .. .. . .. .. ... .. . . . .. .. .. .. ... ... .. 19.25 
Massachusetts ........................ ........... 19.18 
Minnesota .. .. . ... . . .. . . .. .. . .. .. . ... .. . . . . . . ... .. . . 18.62 
Colorado ......... ..... .. .... .. . . .. .. . . . .. .. .. .. . . . . . 18.01 
Indiana .............................................. 17.95 
Hawaii ............................................... 17.23 
Wisconsin . .. ... . . .. .. . .. .. . . . . . . ... . . . ... .. .. . . . . . .. 16.53 
Virginia ....... ............ .......... .... ....... ..... 16.29 
California . .. ... . ... ... .. . . . . . . . . .... .. .. . .. . . ... .. .. 15.89 
Kansas .. .. . . ... ... .. .. ... .. ... . .. . . .. .. .. ... . . .. . .. .. 15.85 
Oregon ............................................... 14.74 
Arizona .............................................. 14.53 
New Hampshire.................................. 14.46 
Michigan . . . . ... . . .. . . . .. . . .. . . . ... .. . ... . . . . . ... .. . . 13.83 
Utah................................................... 16.64 
Missouri .. . . . .. . .. . . . . . . . . . .. . .. .. ... .. .. .. . . . . . .. .. . 13.37 
Nebraska ............................................ 13.16 
South Dakota ... ..................... ..... ....... 13.09 
Maine .. ... ... . .. . ... . .. .. . .. . . ... .. .. .. . . . . . .. . . . . . ... 12.66 
Vermont . . . . .. . . .. . . ... . .. . . . .. . . .. . . . .. . . .. . . ... . .. 12.37 
Florida .. ... . . . . . ... . . . . . . .. . . . . . . . ... . . .. ..... ... .. .. 11.93 
Iowa ................................................... 11.85 
Rhode Island ... ... .. . . .. . . . ... ... . . . .. ..... .. . .. .. 11.71 
Louisiana . . . ... .... . ...... .. . ... . . . .. . . . ... . . . . . .. .. 11.53 
New Mexico........................................ 11.34 
Pennsylvania ..................................... 10.99 
North Carolina ..................... .............. 10.55 
Oklahoma ..... .... ............ ....... ............ .. 10.24 
Georgia . .. . . . .. . . .. . . . . . . .. . . .. . .. . . . .... .. . . . .. ... . . 10.06 
Idaho.................................................. 9.84 
Nevada ............................................... 9.65 
Texas ................................................. 8.94 
South Carolina .................................. 8.72 
Delaware ................ ..................... ..... .. 8.22 
Alabama ................ ............................ 8.13 
North Dakota ........ ............................ 8.01 
Tennessee .. ... .. .. . ... . .. ... .. . . ... . . ... ... .. . .. . .. 7. 70 
Montana ............................................ 7.56 
West Virginia ..................................... 7.46 
Kentucky ........................................... 7.04 
Mississippi . .. ..... ................................. 6.58 
Arkansas............................................ 5.98 

Source: National Center for Education Statistics. 

These statistics come from the Na
tional Center for Education Statistics. 

All over, we are spending a very pal
try sum for libraries. Again, in a seri
ous contradiction, if we want to im
prove education, then it is important 
that everyone take a close look at 
what we are doing with our libraries. 
The analogy is not far-fetched when 
they say that to close libraries at a 
time when we want to reform and im
prove education, it is similar to trying 
to fight a major war at the same time 
we close down the ammunition dump, 
or the warehouse for spare parts. These 
contradictions are particularly strange 
at a time when the President has gal
vanized and mobilized the entire lead
ership of the country, corporations, 
and Governors, around a set of edu
cation goals. The President has six 
goals he has proposed. The Governors 
have endorsed the six goals. All edu
cation policy is going to be very much 
affected by these goals that have been 
set forth in the next few years. Prob
ably what the President will be saying 
tomorrow, part of what the President 
will be saying tomorrow when he an
nounces the new initiatives on edu
cation will relate to these goals. 

Goal 1, in summary form, by the year 
2000, all children in America will start 
school, ready to learn. That is a very 
ambitious goal. Underneath that goal 
they have the objective of trying to 
educate parents, so parents can nur
ture their children better, and enable 
their children to be better prepared 
when they start school. Education re
search continues to emphasize the im
portance of exposing children to lit
erature at an early age, in order to pro
mote the development of language 
among children, and other reading 
readiness skills they will need when 
they enter school. 

D 1910 
A 1978 study by William Teal, for ex

ample, found that the children who 
were most successful in acquiring read
ing skills were those who had been ex
posed to a wide variety of printed ma
terials, and had been read to regularly 
by parents and other care givers. For a 
variety of reasons, and most of these 
reasons are financial, this kind of regu
lar and intensive exposure to literature 
is not provided to many young children 
in family day care and even in some 
center-based care arrangements. 

In recent years public libraries in 
many communities have been trying to 
fill the gap for our day care centers and 
parents. For example, the Howard 
County Public Library's Baby-Wise 
Program has developed a series of 
teaching kits which they regularly de
liver along with books, toys, and edu
cational games to the family day care 
providers in their community. 

Another example, the Hennepin 
County Public Library conducts work
shops for family day care providers on 
the selection and use of children's lit
erature which the county social service 
agency has made a part of its in-service 
training requirement for providers. 

A special preschool bookmobile 
makes scheduled stops at family day 
care homes and child care centers 
throughout the area. That is done in 
Hennepin County in Minnesota. 

The Brooklyn Public Library has a 
Child Place Program, and it serves 
45,000 preschool children and their 
caretakers each year. The staff of the 
Brooklyn Public Library teaches par
ents, day care providers and others how 
to prepare their children to read and 
learn. 

The New York Public Library which 
covers Manhattan, Staten Island and 
the Bronx in New York, maintains de
posit collections of books and mate
rials on the premises of many Head 
Start and child care facilities and con
ducts regular workshops for child care 
providers on the selection of materials 
for use for preschool children. 

In Florida, the Jacksonville Public 
Library conducts regular reading work
shops for functionally iliterate parents 
and their children. While the children 
attend a story hour program, their par-

ents are taught how to read using the 
same books their children are listening 
to. Later the parents then read the 
story to their children. 

In Oregon, the Rouge River Public 
Library has an outreach program in 
which volunteers visit the families of 
the newborn to give them a library 
card, to deliver a presentation on the 
services of the library for parents of 
young children and to instruct them in 
how to read to children. 

These are only a few examples of how 
goal number one of the President and 
the Governors, preparing young chil
dren so that they are ready to learn 
when they enter school, is facilitated 
by libraries, already being facilitated 
by libraries, and so much more could 
be done if the Federal Government 
would understand the kinds of support
ive services and the kind of supportive 
role that libraries can play in the real
ization of a goal number one. 

Goal No. 2 of the President, by the 
year 2000 the high school graduation 
rate will increase to at least 90 percent. 
At this point 25 percent of our students 
are dropping out of high school. In con
centrated areas like Chicago and New 
York, 50 percent of the high school stu
dents are dropping out before they 
graduate. 

Libraries have helped a great deal, 
but it is my understanding that re
search indicates that youth who are 
the most likely to drop out are those 
who are the least prepared academi
cally and are the least involved in 
school activ~ties. 

Libraries have been playing a major 
role in targeting special services to 
this category of students in order to 
help improve their academic perform
ance and keep them from dropping out 
of school. 

There are numerous summer pro
grams that are conducted by libraries. 
In the Shawnee Mission in Kansas, in 
South Carolina and lllinois, all have 
extensive summer reading programs 
serving thousands of children. 

Many of them also have after-school 
programs targeted for the same cat
egory of young people in order to help 
them to learn to read and be able to 
prepare themselves better for their 
classroom work. 

Such youngsters will not drop out of 
high school because they are accli
mated and able to cope with the envi
ronment and reap great benefits from 
the experience. That is goal No.2. 

Goal No. 3 is by the year 2000, Amer
ican students will leave grades 4, 8, and 
12. They will have demonstrated com
petency over challenging subject mat
ter, including English, mathematics, 
science, history, and geography. 

Report after report on educational 
reform in recent years has proclaimed 
the importance of reorienting our cur
rent curricula and our current methods 
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of instruction so that we can better de
velop what is called information lit
eracy. Literacy means many things, 
and one of the new forms of 11 teracy 
that we have to consider is information 
literacy, the new set of skills which are 
required in a knowledge-based econ
omy. 

Information literacy means a person 
knows how to use information to solve 
problems and to obtain the objectives 
that they want to obtain. 

For example, in its 1986 report, "A 
Nation Prepared," which was published 
by the Carnegie Forum on Education 
and the Economy, they declared that-

The skills needed now in our society are 
not routine skills. Our economy will be in
creasingly dependent on people who have a 
good intuitive grasp of the ways in which all 
kinds of physical and social systems work. 
Such people will have the need and the abil
ity to learn all the time, as the knowledge 
required to do their work twists and turns 
with new challenges and the progress of 
science and technology. They will not come 
to the workplace knowing all they have to 
know, but knowing how to figure out what 
they need to know, where to get it, and how 
to make meaning out of it. We are describing 
people who have the tools they need to think 
for themselves, people who can act independ
ently and with others, who can render criti
cal judgment and contribute constructively 
to many enterprises, whose knowledge is 
wide ranging and whose understanding runs 
deep. 

Information literacy is the founda
tion for all other skills in a knowledge
based economy, the one skill through 
which all other skills and competencies 
can be acquired and maintained. It is, 
in short, knowing how to learn. Infor
mation literacy is knowing how to 
learn. Information literacy is the great 
contribution that libraries alone can 
make. 

Inevitably, libraries must be central 
to developing these new information-

room instruction and they offer a non
competitive environment in which 
independent self-directed learning is 
facilitated. The Whitehall, MT, High 
School Library, for example, worked 
with the school's science department 
to develop a Videotaping Through Mi
croscopes Program to enhance student 
participation in difficult microbiology 
experiments and in learning how to use 
the microscope. 

Public and school libraries also pro
mote math and science education by 
using new technologies to give teach
ers, students, and parents greater ac
cess to science and math information 
and resources. The Radnor High School 
Library in Pennsylvania, for example, 
instructs science students in the use of 
electronic data bases like Dialog for 
performing science research. Auto
mated bibliographic networks allow 
users to identify, locate, and obtain 
highly specialized information from li
braries throughout the Nation. 

A number of libraries also sponsor in
structional television networks which 
provide instructional programming to 
the classroom and to the community at 
.large. In Leon County, FL, for exam
ple, the library-sponsored instructional 
television network offered a series of 
after-school programs designed to help 
students with their homework and to 
familiarize and involve parents with 
what their children are learning in the 
classroom. 

Libraries also provide students and 
their families with free access to 
microcomputers and other expensive 
information technologies which they 
may not be able to purchase on their 
own. Last year, 44,000 people used the 
free Apple microcomputers offered by 
the New York Public Library at 54 dif
ferent locations. 

access skills and facilitating the life-
0 1920 long learning that has become an eco-

nomic imperative. As one library edu- Many of the people who use them are 
cator has put it: students working on classroom assign-

If the challenge is to learn how to learn . ments. The library is the only place in 
and how to place one's learning within a all of New York where microcomputers 
broader societal and information environ- can be used for free. 
ment, then libraries and resources become Goal No. 5 of the President and Gov-
the logical center for such learning. ernors reads as follows: 

Goal No. 4 of the President and the Goal No. 5: By the year 2000, every adult 
Governors-by the year 2000 U.S. stu- American will be literate and will possess 
dents will be first in the world in math- the knowledge and skills necessary to com
ematics and science achievement. By pete in a global economy and exercise the 
the year 2000, our students will be first rights and responsibilities of citizenship. 
in the world in mathematics and Libraries continue to play an instru-
science achievement. mental role in the battle against illit-

All of the recent reports concerning eracy. They have proven to be particu
the crisis in math and science edu- larly effective in reaching and educat-· 
cation have focused on the need to ing adults with the lowest literacy lev
reconfigure our current authoritarian els. Frequently, adults with low lit
instructional approach to one in which eracy skills have had humiliating expe
there is a greater participation and riences in school classrooms and are 
more hands-on learning by students. more comfortable with literacy pro
Public and school libraries have shown grams provided at their neighborhood 
themselves to be effective partners in library. 
this more interactive instructional There have been some effective out
method. These libraries provide multi- reach programs conducted by libraries 
media materials to supplement class- in this area. 

Mr. Speaker, because they do not 
have the same stigma as schools and 
other public institutions, libraries are 
an important way to reach people who 
are functionally illiterate. The 
Onodaga County, NY, Public Library 
conducts outreach for its literacy pro
gram at the waiting rooms of social 
service agencies; libraries in South 
Carolina target outreach to persons at 
substance abuse treatment centers; the 
Missoula Public Library in Montana of
fers a literacy program at a local mall; 
and the Lane County Library in Oregon 
uses a bookmobile to deliver literacy 
materials and instruction to rural resi
dents. 

They provide services to special pop
ulations all the time. Libraries have 
also been effective in delivering lit
eracy instruction to members of spe
cial populations who are often over
looked by other providers. In Colorado, 
a library-sponsored bookmobile pro
vides low-literacy reading materials 
and literacy and English-as-a-Second
Language instruction to migrant farm
workers throughout the State. The 
Chicago Public Library offers library 
services and peer tutoring to inmates 
at the Cook County jail. The New York 
Public Library has provided English
as-a-Second-Language instruction to 
11,000 adults and literacy instruction to 
another 3,500 since 1984. 

Lifelong learning is a part of this 
goal. As the "peoples' university", the 
public libi;ary is also an essential re
source for the pursuit of lifelong learn
ing by adults. Last year in New York 
State alone, over 428,000 people ob
tained job, career, and education infor
mation and counseling services 
through their local library. These users 
received career counseling and advice 
on developing a resume, information on 
job and educational opportunities, and 
participated in programs on how to 
start small- and home-based busi
nesses. 

Goal No. 6 reads as follows: By the 
year 2000, every school in America will 
be free of drugs and violence and will 
offer a disciplined environment conduc
tive to learning. 

Violence in our schools is a major 
problem. But part of that violence is 
due to the fact that they are con
fronted with children who have dif
ficulties in coping with the processes of 
schooling because they got off on the 
wrong foot, they did not have any nur
turing parents, they did not start 
school with a readiness to learn, they 
were not helped in any way to master 
the one important skill that precedes 
all other skills, and that is the skill of 
reading. 

This cycle of hopelessness often leads 
to dropouts, drug abuse, alcoholism, 
and begins in the early grades and can 
be counteracted only by a massive in
fusion of Federal aid to make certain 
that this goal, goal No. 6, as well as all 
of the other goals that have been set 
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forth by the Governors and the Presi
dent are realized in a meaningful man
ner. 

To talk alone is not enough; I have 
tried to put out the fact that we have 
many contradictions. I hope that we 
can persuade the administration. I 
hope that the new Secretary of Edu
cation can be persuaded to begin a 
more systematic, a more logical and a 
more scientifically based approach to 
the improvement and reform of edu
cation in America. 

If such an approach is begun, then I 
think there would be no need to make 
the argument that at the center of any 
learning enterprise there are always li
braries, if that learning enterprise is to 
be successful. 

Libraries are analogous to the am
munition dumps in war or the spare 
parts warehouses where the equipment 
for fighting vehicles is provided. If you 
do not have an ammunition dump, if 
you do not have the spare parts, the 
war effort will certainly falter and not 
succeed. 

As we go forward and we see the 
President's initiatives on education, 
the new initiatives, tomorrow, I hope 
that the contradictions that are so ap
parent between the President's letter 
concerning National Library Week and 
his praise of libraries and his place
ment of zero in the budget for libraries, 
that kind of contradiction we will not 
have to live with much longer. 

Mr. FAZIO. Mr. Speaker, it gives me great 
pleasure to join in the special order to cele
brate National Library Week. 

As a U.S. Representative from Sacramento, 
CA, I can take great pride in the library serv
ices of Sacramento. My good friend Gary 
Strong, California State librarian, works hard 
to being quality library service to the people of 
California. Working in concert, the Sacramento 
Public Library and the libraries of our elemen
tary and secondary schools do much to enrich 
the educational lives of our young, our old, the 
blind and disabled, as well as the curious 
reader of fiction, history, biography, science, 
or religion. 

As chairman of the Subcommittee on Legis
lative Appropriations, I have along with my 
California colleague and the ranking minority 
member, JERRY LEWIS, had to become closely 
involved in library and information science as 
we have reviewed the activities of the Library 
of Congress and the depository library pro
gram of the Government Printing Office. One 
of the pleasures of this chairmanship has 
been an opportunity to work with librarians 
from across the country to assure that the in
formation needs of the 'American people are 
met by these two institutions. 

Our Founding Fathers were men of letters 
who had a vision of the Nation which they 
wanted to build. One of their first acts in pro
viding for the move of the seat of government 
from Philadelphia to Washington was to estab
lish a library for the Congress and to appro
priate $5,000 for the purchase of books. This 
small appropriation and this large vision 
brought into being what is now the greatest li
brary in the world, the Library of Congress-

a national base of knowledge for the American 
people. 

After the British burned the Capitol in 1814, 
using library books as kindling, it was Thomas 
Jefferson himself, then in retirement at Monti
cello, who offered for sale his personal library 
as a replacement. In offering his library to 
Congress he said: 

I do not know that it contains any branch 
of science which Congress would wish to ex
clude * * * there is, in fact, no subject to 
which a Member of Congress may not have 
occasion to refer. 

In 1897, the Library was moved to the origi
nal building across the street, the Thomas Jef
ferson Building. This building is one of the 
grandest architectural monuments in the Unit
ed States. I am pleased to report to my col
leagues that phase one of the renovation/res
toration of this building is now complete. The 
main reading room, which has been closed for 
over 3 years, will reopen on June 3. I urge my 
colleagues to attend one of the special pre
views of this grand symbol of liberty and learn
ing the Librarian of Congress has arranged for 
Members of Congress. Not only is the past 
preserved for our grandchildren, but future ac
cess to knowledge is insured. Modem tech
nology has been installed to allow for ready 
access to the Library's computers and to pro
vide for a national information base in the UJr 
coming century. 

Let me recite a few facts about our Library 
which we have so wisely deemed the library of 
the American people. 

Today the Library of Congress has 97 mil
lion items in all formats-manuscripts, prints, 
photographs, motion pictures, maps, atlases, 
music, sound recordings, computer programs, 
and so forth. Some 470 languages are reJr 
resented in the collections. The Library re
ceives 31 ,000 items a day from all over the 
world of which 7,000 are selected for the col
lections. The Library has personal papers of 
23 Presidents of the United States and over 
535 miles of books shelves. 

The Library has six overseas offices to col
lect materials in countries without a developed 
book trade-in some of these overseas offices 
books and other materials are collected for 
other major libraries as well as our own. 

The Library of Congress, since 1902, has 
provided cataloging information to libraries 
throughout the United States-saving them in 
excess of $370 million annually. This informa
tion, now electronically stored, has become 
the foundation for the national information 
base. 

As a pilot project, the Library has offered 
on-line access to its data bases to 50 State li
braries. Thirty-three States are now on-line 
with the Library of Congress. 

The Congressional Research Service pro
vides scholarly research and information to the 
Congress on public policy issues and answers 
over 500,000 research and reference requests 
a year. 

Through the National Library Service for the 
Blind and Physically Handicapped, the Library 
circulates over 20 million talking books and 
books in braille to over 700,000 readers in all 
50 States and in U.S. territories. There is a 
network of 160 regional and subregional librar
ies across the country. 

The Library administers the U.S. copyright 
laws as well as taking the lead in insuring 
international protection of intellectual property 
for U.S. citizens-over 600,000 claims to 
copyright each year are registered. Copyright 
also contributes to development of the Library 
of Congress collections through a mandatory 
deposit provision of the act. 

The Library's Center for the Book promotes 
reading and literacy, using commercial and 
cable television, and coordinating activities 
with 23 State Centers for the Book, including 
the one in Sacramento. 

Currently, the Library is developing more 
and more programs to share its resources with 
the American people. This is done through 
interlibrary loan, through traveling exhibits, an
swering over 2 million reference questions 
each year, and through a new initiative, the 
American memory project in which our sub
committee has taken a personal interest. 
Using laser technology and interactive video 
and audio disks the Library collections can be 
made more readily available on a large scale 
through libraries across the country. A pilot 
program from this new technology, locating 
equipment and disks in high school, public, 
and university libraries, has been developed 
and will be expanded to 30 more test sites this 
fall. 

The Library of Congress is also reaching out 
to the world. As a result of the plunder and 
devastation of the Central Library in Kuwait 
and the Kuwait University Library, the Library 
of Congress will be extending a hand to the 
Kuwaitis to help them replace what is lost. The 
Library of Congress has almost all of the Ku
waiti newspapers on microfilm as well as 
many of their government publications. In fact, 
the Library has holdings that the Kuwaitis are 
unlikely to find anywhere else in the Middle 
East. The replacement of much of the Kuwaiti 
heritage is only possible because of the uni
versality of our Library of Congress. 

The Library of Congress is also a center for 
cultural programs, including concerts, poetry 
and literature readings, motion picture 
showings, seminars, folklore workshops, and 
so forth. I believe it most appropriate that the 
people's representatives in Congress can take 
credit for developing and nurturing the finest 
intellectual resources known to civilization. It 
was Thomas Jefferson, the virtual godfather of 
the Library of Congress, who said: "Enlighten 
the people generally, and tyranny and oppres
sion of body and mind will vanish like evil spir
its at the dawn of the day." 

Another program, dear to the heart of librar
ians, and one for which the Congress of the 
United States provides special jurisdiction 
through the Subcommittee on Legislative AJr 
propriations and the Joint Committee on Print
ing, is the Government Depository Library Pro
gram administered . by the U.S. Government 
Printing Office. 

To help fulfill its responsibility to inform the 
public on the policies and programs of the 
Federal Government, Congress established 
the Depository Library Program. This program 
is based upon three principles: First, with cer
tain exceptions, all Government publications 
shall be made available to depository libraries; 
second, depository libraries shall be located in 
each State and congressional district in order 
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to make Government publications widely avail
able; and third, these Government publications 
shall be available for the free use of the gen
eral public. 

Publications are supplied to libraries in both 
paper and microform formats and in some 
cases in electronic format. 

It is interesting to note that before the estab
lishment of designated depositories, or any 
systematic method for the distribution of public 
documents, special acts of Congress were 
passed at various times providing for the print
ing of a sufficient number of copies of the pub
lic journals of the Senate and House of Rep
resentatives for distribution to the executives 
of the several States and each branch of the 
State and territorial legislations. 

I have learned the importance of Govern
ment depository libraries to the American peo
ple as well as the dedication of libraries in 
making their Government's information avail
able to the citizenry. I have visited the deposi
tory library of the University of California at 
Davis to observe firsthand the usefulness of 
these publications to our university students. 

Mr. Speaker during National Library Week I 
think that each of us should reflect on the role 
that the U.S. Congress has played in providing 
vital information and knowledge resources for 
our constituents. What better role could we as 
the people's representatives have? I salute 
America's librarians who do so much for our 
country. 

Mr. SCHULZE. Mr. Speaker, the glory and 
soul of freedom and democracy is intelligence. 
Mr. Speaker, it is with this in mind, that I sa
lute National Library Week, April 14 through 
April 20, 1991. 

This special week is an appropriate time to 
commence preparation for the White House 
Conference on Library and Information Serv
ices scheduled for this July in the Washington 
Convention Center. 

The goals of this convention accurately re
flect a sense of transition and potential at this 
moment in the continuum of history. The goals 
focus on systems for enhancing access to in
formation, cultivating literacy, increasing pro
ductivity and perpetuating our liberties in their 
pristine forms. It is ultimately to this latter ob
jective that I address, my remarks. 

There is so much information in existence, 
that every level of business, industry and gov
ernment is practically buried under an ava
lanche of knowledge. But this is mostly wast
ed, unless the specifically pertinent information 
is efficiently united with the person or organi
zation that needs it. This capacity is well ex
emplified by the Library of Congress, which I 
commend. 

But this capacity must be available at all 
levels of American life as an essential element 
of our infrastructure. Improved library and in
formation systems have the potential for com
bating illiteracy as well. To teach Americans to 
read, particularly adults, will avoid wasting 
human resources, and recycle talent and skill 
into the American work force. 

Learning to read comes full circle when it 
becomes an intrinsic pleasure for those who 
discover new vision, adventure and autonomy. 

And finally, synthesizing the seemingly un
wieldy universe of information, and making it 
effiCiently accessible will preserve the most 

cherished elements of our American herit
age-our freedoms and liberties. 

During my life of public service, I have all 
too often seen proposed legislation and poli
cies which have failed in the past, or which 
lose value under the light of germane informa
tion. An informed public is much less likely to 
repeat past failures. Indeed, as we have seen 
in Eastern Europe and briefly in China, once 
the free flow of information is uninhibited, free
doms and liberties flourish. 

The relationship is inseparable; the level of 
efficient access to information is directly linked 
to every aspect of the quality of life. Con
sequently, I ask my colleagues and constitu
ents alike to support the future of our heritage 
by supporting the goals of National Library 
Week and the White House Conference on Li
brary and Information Services. 

Mr. DERRICK. Mr. Speaker, "Kids Who 
Read Succeed" is more than a slogan for Na
tional Library Week. It should be the rallying 
call to action on behalf of our Nation's chil
dren, for reading is the most important dis
cipline in education and the basis of success 
in almost every endeavor. Exposure to books 
and reading at an early age is the key to cre
ating a desire to read. That desire leads to 
eventual success in learning to read and to 
achievement in every aspect of life. 

The public library plays a vital role in our 
country's effort to become a Nation of readers. 
Millions of preschoolers are introduced to the 
pleasures of reading by a skilled children's li
brarian. In South Carolina alone in 1990, over 
5,000 preschool programs were held in public 
libraries and 2,500 visits were made outside 
the library to child care centers and other 
agencies to bring books and children together. 
Public libraries support and assist parents in 
reading aloud to young children and in encour
aging reading throughout the years of child
hood and adolescence. 

Library Services and Construction Act funds 
are used to employ trained children's librar
ians, to provide continuing education opportu
nities for librarians, to purchase books and 
other materials, and to establish demonstra
tion programs for reaching children and par
ents with books and services. Programs 
begun with LSCA funds have been a catalyst 
for the establishment of similar programs in 
other libraries as information about these suc
cessful programs has been disseminated to 
other libraries around the country. 

Our children are our most valuable re
source. Public libraries are in the mainstream 
to insure that we have literate, informed and 
productive citizens today and in the future. We 
must make it possible for libraries to place in
creased emphasis on the service to children 
and youth and continued LSCA funding is vital 
to this effort. 

Mr. GOSS. Mr. Speaker, resources as var
ied as braille, children's masks, encyclopedias, 
periodicals and travel guides can all be found 
in libraries across the country. This is proof 
that libraries are not made but grow and ex
pand to meet the needs of the communities 
they serve. Here in Washington, we can take 
great pride that the money the Federal Gov
ernment has allocated in the Library Services 
and Construction Act and the Higher Edu
cation Act has been utilized in such beneficial 
and diverse ways. 

Community initiatives such as "Community 
Reads 91" in my home district, appeals to 
businesses to sponsor publicity for literacy 
awareness. The library is no longer for the 
elite or those who can read. Its shelves are 
open to everyone, and the wealth available on 
those pages can belong to anyone, with some 
assistance. I am proud that we can boast of 
a very strong volunteer start on literacy pro
grams, evidence of community commitment to 
the library system. 

Libraries can not be lost in this year's budg
et shuffle. Our "Education Presidenf' must ac
knowledge the community resource we have 
in libraries. They preserve our history, tickle 
our imaginations and broaden our horizons. 
They are indeed a national treasure. 

Mr. RAVENEL Mr. Speaker, I am submit
ting these remarks on behalf of the South 
Carolina State Library on this day, April 17, 
1991. 

We have all read and heard a great deal 
about the problems of America's educational 
system. In order for our public schools and in
stitutions of higher learning to be able to pro
vide the educational foundation our young 
people need, the libraries at the heart of these 
institutions must have the resources they 
need. 

In January 1988, Congress recognized the 
importance of libraries by authorizing the 
President to call a White House Conference 
on Library and Information Services. This 
White House Conference will explore such 
topics as how libraries can more effectively 
support literacy and adult education programs, 
how to provide business and industry with im
proved access to needed information, and 
how to best meet the needs of special groups 
such as children, senior citizens, and the dis
abled. The conference will be held here in 
Washington this summer and will bring to
gether a cross section of librarians, library 
trustees, civic leaders, and library users. The 
three delegates from my district illustrate the 
diversity of the participants; one is a public tel
evision station manager, one a college profes
sor, and one a best-selling author. 

Delegates to the White House Conference 
will establish this Nation's agenda for libraries 
and library services into the next century. 
America's libraries must be able to rise to the 
challenges of satisfying the diverse needs of 
our diverse society. The White House Con
ference on Library and Information Services is 
a worthwhile endeavor which deserves the 
wholehearted support of the Members of Con
gress. 

Mr. SPENCE. Mr. Speaker, one of the indi
cators of the quality of life in a community is 
the quality of its public library. As South Caro
lina's population increases along with library 
usage, our public library facilities are experi
encing growing pains. In one recent survey, 
nearly 1 million more square feet of space is 
needed in order for public libraries in South 
Carolina to provide adequate facilities. 

An LSCA title II construction grant provides 
an incentive to a community to raise matching 
funds for construction or renovation of its li
brary facilities. Because Federal funds must 
be matched with equal or larger amounts of 
State or local funds, construction grants are 
an inducement to lower levels of government 
to enter into a partnership with the Federal 
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Government and to share responsibility for 
providing adequate library facilities. In my 
home county of Lexington, a title II grant of 
$100,000 will be matched with more than 
$700,000 in local funds to convert a former 
department store into a library. 

In 1990, title II construction planning in
volved 23 projects in 20 South Carolina coun
ties. Continued support of LSCA title II con
struction funding can make a real difference in 
the excellerice of library facilities in South 
Carolina and across our Nation. 

Mr. MAZZOLI. Mr. S~aker, I thank our col
league, the gentleman from New York [Mr. 
OWENS] for sponsoring this special order on li
braries. 

Libraries are the intellectual, the social, and 
the economic underpinnings of any commu
nity. And, although libraries are mainly admin
istered by local government, they merit atten
tion at the Federal level, especially now when 
libraries across the Nation in large cities and 
small towns are financially strapped. 

Mr. Speaker, through the course of history, 
we have read and been taught about the ice 
age, stone age, the iron age, and the bronze 
age, just to name a few. Today, we are in the 
midst of the information age. And, libraries are 
the only institutions dedicated to amassing, 
collating, and cataloging this vast and diverse 
body of knowledge so we, the users, can 
apply it to the betterment of our fellow humans 
and of the planet we inhabit together. 

To address the challenges which the infor
mation explosion poses and to capitalize on 
the promise this knowledge explosion offers, 
libraries must become stronger and healthier 
and this strength and health depends heavily 
on adequate local, State, and Federal funding. 

It is propitious, perhaps, Mr. Speaker, that 
the White House Conference on Library and 
Information Services will take place in July. 
White House conferences over the years have 
served to increase public awareness of issues 
of national importance. This one, I devotedly 
hope, will follow this pattern because our li
braries-<>ur precious national treasures-will 
only be able to survive their economic woes if 
the people of the United States are alerted to 
their problems and are energized to solve 
those selfsame problems. 

I have worked with Ms. Harriet Henderson, 
who came to my community from the Newport 
News, VA, library system, since she took over 
the reins of the Louisville Free Public Library 
system. I have found her to be a most thor
oughgoing professional and a person deter
mined to upgrade and improve the Louisville 
and Jefferson County library system. 

I have nominated Ms. Henderson to be an 
at-large delegate to the White House Con
ference on Library and Information Services 
which will take place this July. Since she has 
extensive experience on the ground, as we 
term it, as director in Newport News and now 
Louisville, and since Harriet has exhibited the 
traits of leadership and stamina which will be 
required to develop the communitywide con
sensus and the requisite resources-human 
and financiaHhe job of restoring our library 
system takes, I am certain Ms. Henderson 
would make a solid contribution to the White 
House Conference. 

Library support will always be a largely local 
function, and, if our libraries are to remain 

equal to the challenge of the information age, 
local citizens and local governments will have 
to do the bulk of the work and provide the bulk 
of the money. But that does not mean there is 
no role for the Federal Government. There is 
a role and it is vital. The role involves financial 
grants, such as those provided under the Li
brary Services and Construction Act, which 
among other things, helps local library sys
tems defray the cost of construction and ren
ovation of library facilities and link-up with 
other information services to provide a range 
of resources to users, and supports commu
nities which have particularly serious library 
problems. 

The Presidenfs fiscal year 1992 budget-in 
another case of misplaced priorities-:-rec
ommended a 75-percent cut in our funding for 
libraries to only $35 million. Fortunately, our 
Democratic budget resolution, before the 
House today, would restore the funds cut by 
the President. Our budget blueprint would pro
vide total library funding for fiscal year 1992 of 
$148 million, a $5 million increase from the 
$143 million provided by the Congress in fiscal 
year 1991. I applaud the Budget Committee 
on its recognition of the need for Federal as
sistance for libraries, and I hope we can do 
even better by our Nation's libraries in the 
years ahead. 

Let me conclude, Mr. Speaker, by again 
thanking the gentleman from New York for 
taking this special order and asking permis
sion to extend at this point material about my 
father and me which appeared in Whitney 
North Seymour and Elizabeth N. Layne's book 
on libraries titled, "For the People: Fighting for 
Public Libraries," and an article from the April 
19 Washington Post by Haynes Johnson 
which supports our Nation's public library sys
tem: 

FOR THE PEOPLE: FIGHTING FOR PuBLIC 
LIBRARIES 

(By Whitney North Seymour, Jr. and 
Elizabeth N. Layne) 

THE PURSUIT OF HAPPINESS 

Romano Mazzoli grew up in the little 
mountain village of Maniago in northern 
Italy. When he was a small child, the family 
home caught fire and he suffered extensive 
burns which left his face badly scarred. In 
1914, shortly after he turned eleven, 
Romano's father moved his wife and children 
to the United States, so he could join a fam
ily-owned tile, terrazzo, and marble business 
in Louisville, Kentucky. Three months after 
they arrived in Louisville, the boy's father 
died. Romano was sent to live with relatives. 

He went to the local public school where, 
because he could speak no English, he was 
placed in the first grade. His embarrassment 
at being a large boy among small children 
was compounded by his disfiguring facial 
scar. He felt himself a misfit, and even 
though he began to advance rapidly in school 
as he learned to read and speak English, his 
relatives took him out of school when he 
reached seventh grade and apprenticed him 
in the family business. 

Romano Mazzoli had a strong native intel
ligence. He was dextrous, imaginative, inge
nious, intuitive, and a tremendously hard 
worker. He soon mastered the difficult craft 
of laying tile, setting terrazzo and mosaics, 
erecting marble, and doing decorative plas
terwork. Before long he was a master me
chanic, and soon a job foreman. As the busi
ness expanded, Romano was sent out of town 

to run jobs in distant cities, where he stayed 
at the branch YMCA or a local rooming 
house. The time after work hours was spent 
reading whatever he could lay his hands on. 
He haunted the public library every place he 
went. he developed an interest in music. Si
multaneously he began to develop self-con
fidence and a love for his adopted country. 

Eventually Romano Mazzoli went into 
business for himself. By hard work and the 
support of a devoted wife, the business flour
ished. He earned enough to send his three 
children to school for the education he never 
had. He personally taught them to respect 
and love books and music. 

Today one of those children is a member of 
the United States Congress, who proudly car
ries on his father's name-Representative 
Romano L. Mazzoli of the Third District of 
Kentucky. Congressman Mazzoli speaks feel
ing of the impact of the public library on 
three generations of his family: 

Many times over the years, Dad told me 
that, in his judgment, he was "American
ized" by the free pubic library system in the 
city of Louisville. What Dad meant by this, 
of course, was that the libraries enabled him 
to gain the knowledge and the understanding 
and the appreciation of things around him 
which he did not acquire in the formal set
ting of a classroom. The acquisition of this 
body of knowledge-in the countless hours 
he spent in libraries around the country
gave Dad the confidence to open up to the 
world around him and to open up to himself. 
The free public library system enabled him
a man of few means-to grow socially and in
tellectually. 

I am sure that because of my dad's great 
love of books and of the printed word, I ac
quired a love of books: a love affair which 
continues to the present day. 

And, as I look around my son's room, I see 
that this respect for and love of the written 
word has been transferred from my father 
through me to my son. He is only a junior in 
high school, yet he subscribes to four classi
cal book clubs and is acquiring valuable 
book sets which he will have use of all the 
days of his life. 

When Thomas Jefferson wrote his poetic 
introduction to the Declaration of Independ
ence, he singled out three "unalienable" 
rights with which we have been endowed: 
"Life, Liberty, and the Pursuit of Happi
ness." As the experience of the Mazzoli fam
ily so graphically shows, probably no institu
tion contributes more to the citizen's Pur
suit of Happiness than the nation's public li
braries. 

[From the Washington Post, Apr. 19, 1991] 
PU'ITING THE SQUEEZE ON LIBRARIES 

(By Haynes Johnson) 
In affluent, pleasantly suburban Potomac, 

a community blessed with good schools and 
public-spirited citizens, residents have 
learned through the Potomac Gazette that 
their admirable public library faces a prob
lem. Soaring Montgomery County deficits 
are forcing cuts in staff and curtailment of 
popular programs. Further trims may be 
needed as county officials wrestle with pro
posals to reduce library hours and eliminate 
full and part-time staff positions to meet 
budgetary shortfalls. 

"It's sad not to be able to do as much," 
says Larry Dickter, who heads Potomac Li
brary's adult services. He adds that "we're 
experiencing a sense of loss" not only be
cause of valued colleagues affected but also 
because of the prospect of further reduction 
of programs and services. 
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It is not an isolated problem. Even as he 

spoke this week, public library representa
tives from around the nation were cornering 
their representatives and senators on Capitol 
Hill. They had come to lobby for restoration 
of proposed Bush administration budget cuts 
that represent, as the American Library As
sociation puts it, "yet another attempt to 
eliminate federal library programs." 

The Bush proposals, requesting a cut of 
more than 75 percent in Education Depart
ment library programs-from the $143 mil
lion appropriated last year to $35 million
comes after the "zeroing-out" Reagan-era 
slashes in federal funds provided states and 
local governments. The now-familiar Reagan 
rationale was that the federally assisted li
brary programs had been well established 
and that states and localities were more 
than able to maintain them. 

That may have been true during the boom 
of the 1980s. But that bubble has burst. Like 
the federal government, state and local gov
ernments are battling increasing record defi
cits. Caught in the vice are such crucial in
stitutions as public libraries that no longer 
can turn so confidently or easily to federal 
or local governments for help. 

Across the nation, public library systems 
large and small are in the midst of hard 
times. As in Potomac, big-city libraries are 
being forced to slash staffs, freeze hiring lev
els, cancel purchases of new book orders and 
computers, delay opening new branch sys
tems and cut programs and services affecting 
adults and children. 

The reasons for this dismaying situation 
are not obscure or even that complicated. 
They are part of the legacy bequeathed 
Americans from the freebooters who had full 
reign over the nation's destinies in the last 
decade. Evidence of that reckless, spend
thrift decade's disasters continues to accu
mulate, and not only in the obvious growing 
problems of debt and deficits. News this 
week of the federal seizure of First Execu
tive Corp.'s California life-insurance unit
the nation's single largest insurance fail
ure-comes after the collapse of the junk
bond market, the savings and loan debacle, 
the real estate market Waterloo and increas
ing strains on the national banking system. 
All are consequences of the policies and atti
tudes of the '80s. 

In the context of the present, with so much 
dramatic news of war and starvation andre
cession and unrest beating on people daily, 
the plight of America's public libraries is, 
not surprisingly, largely ignored. That 
doesn't mean that ordinary citizens are 
uncaring. On the contrary, they care greatly 
as was evidenced by demonstrators who hung 
black cloth across library doors in Brooklyn 
recently to protest new layoffs and service 
cuts. 

To its credit, the Wall Street Journal de
voted Page One "leader" space to a major ar
ticle about the woes of public libraries dur
ing the decisive Persian Gulf ground-war as
saults. The article began by focusing on the 
closing of a one-room library in Poca, W. 
Va., an event that reporter James S. Hirsch 
likened to a death in the family. 

"On the library's last day," he wrote, 
"children brought stuffed bears and flowers 
for the librarian. Later, residents who hadn't 
heard the news pounded on the locked wood
en door of the building." 

He quoted the librarian, Betty Hamilton, 
as saying: "They couldn't believe we were 
really closing. To a child, the library was al
ways there. Then something is missing from 
their life. It's like when someone dies, 
there's a little empty space there." 

That, in essence, is what's happening with 
the nation's libraries. They are not in danger 
of dying, but they are being diminished. As 
they decline, they take America down with 
them. 

Mr. SPRATT. Mr. Speaker, I am pleased to 
participate in the special orders today in rec
ognition of National Library Week. During this 
week, we take time to pay tribute to the many 
services that our libraries provide. 

Older Americans are the fastest growing 
segment of our Nation's population. Older 
Americans presently comprise 13 percent of 
South Carolina's population, and this number 
is increasing every year. Because of its mild 
climate and comparatively low cost of living, 
South Carolina has been ranked as the third 
most desirable State for retirement, and retir
ees are choosing to live in South Carolina in 
ever increasing numbers. 

Many of our older citizens have special 
needs which the libraries of our State are at
tempting to address. Library Services and 
Construction Act [LSCA] funds have enabled 
our public libraries to develop innovative pro
grams to reach these senior citizens. These 
programs include personal delivery of library 
books for homebound patrons, armchair trav
eler programs in nursing homes, and providing 
magnification equipment to patrons with vision 
problems. The York County Library in my dis
trict recently coordinated a senior citizens fair, 
in which elderly residents could obtain infor
mation about all the services that are available 
to them from different local and State agen
cies. This library also published a directory of 
these agencies and services and distributed it 
to the public. 

These valuable services need to be made 
available to our senior citizens. Continued 
LSCA funding is vital for public libraries to be 
able to continue this work. 

STRENGTHENING U.S. POLICY 
TOWARD THE BALTIC STATES 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 
previous order of the House, the gen
tleman from Wisconsin [Mr. KLECZKA] 
is recognized for 60 minutes. 

Mr. KLECZKA. Mr. Speaker, today, I 
join my good friend from Illinois, Mr. 
DURBIN, in introducing a bill which 
strengthens U.S. policy toward the 
blossoming democracies in the Baltics. 

The courageous Baltic States of Es
tonia, Latvia, and Lithuania need our 
help. Soviet forces have ruled the Bal
tic States ruthlessly since World War 
II, with only erratic support from the 
United States. While United States pol
icy up to now has been nonrecognition 
of the Soviet annexation of the Baltic 
States, the time is right to help these 
brave people break the shackles of So
viet domination once and for all, by 
supporting their desires for freedom 
and independence. 

Since Saddam Hussein's invasion of 
Kuwait last August 2, most of us in 
Congress have focused on events in the 
Persian Gulf, and for good reason. In 
January, the Soviet Union took advan
tage of our gulf war preoccupation by 
undertaking an act of brutal aggres-

sion in Lithuania. Recalling Stalin's 
action in Hungary in 1956, Mr. Gorba
chev called in the tanks against the 
Lithuanian people. 

Soviet troops forcibly seized commu
nications systems, a printing plant, a 
television tower, and government 
buildings. This belligerant act was a 
total departure from Mr. Gorbachev's 
highly proclaimed and much-publicized 
ideals of perestroika and glasnost, 
which are the foundation of our im
proved United States-Soviet relation
ship. As a result, at least 140 Lithua
nians were wounded and at least 15 lost 
their lives, some of whom were crushed 
by tanks. 

Although the attention of the world 
now centers on the plight of the Kurd
ish and Shiite refugees in Iraq, Turkey, 
and Iran, it is time to support the prin
ciple of popular sovereignty, and act on 
behalf of our friends in the Baltic 
States. The people of Lithuania, Esto
nia, and Latvia have chosen to follow a 
democratic path. Their leaders were 
freely and openly elected. They bravely 
boycotted the recent referendum im
posed by the Soviet Union. They em
body the democratic ideals of our fore
fathers and they deserve our support. 

Our bili will strengthen United 
States policy toward the Baltic States. 
The legislation is similar to S. 670, 
which was introduced last month by 
our distinguished colleague, Senator 
PAUL SIMON. It calls for the appoint
ment of cultural representatives by the 
Secretary of State and permanent com
mercial representatives by the Foreign 
Commercial Service to each of the 
three Baltic States. These representa
tives would be located in the Baltics. 

The legislation also urges the Presi
dent to appoint a special envoy to as
sist in Baltic-Soviet independence ne
gotiations and to raise the issue of Bal
tic independence at the September 1991 
U.S. General Assembly session. Fi
nally, the bill makes the Baltic States 
eligible for United State assistance. 

Mr. Speaker, I encourage my col
leagues to join us in supporting a 
stronger United States policy toward 
the Baltic States by cosponsoring this 
bill. 

THE ANTI-STRIKE-REPLACEMENT 
LAW 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 
previous order of the House, the gen
tleman from illinois [Mr. FA WELL] is 
recognized for 60 minutes. 

Mr. FAWELL. Mr. Speaker, I have 
asked for this time this evening so that 
I might discuss, and I think several of 
my colleagues may be here also, to dis
cuss H.R. 5, which is referred to as the 
antistriker replacement law, which is 
legislation now pending before the 
Committee on Education and Labor, in 
regard to which I think many people in 
this body are not fully aware of all of 
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its aspects, as well as I think the Na
tion in general is not aware that such 
legislation as that is pending. 

Basically, what the legislation does 
is alter 50 years, more than 50 years of 

' labor law in this Nation by creating 
two new unfair labor practices. One is 
a prohibition in regard to the employer 
being able to hire permanent replace
ment workers during a labor dispute. 
That is, where labor exercises the un
doubted right that it does have to 
withhold labor and individuals under 
the NLRA have the perfect right, of 
course, to go on strike and to remain 
on strike until such time as they be
lieve their demands have been met. 

Always during the last 50 or 55 years, 
ever since the Wagner Act came into 
being in this Nation, the employers 
have had the concomitant right also, if 
they wish-and it is a difficult right for 
employers to exercise just as it is a dif
ficult right for the employees to go on 
strike-it is difficult for the employer 
to exercise this right to hire perma
nent replacement workers. Although 
over the years this right of the em
ployer has not been used greatly, it is 
a right which is there and in those sit
uations where there are egregious eco
nomic demands. In effect, the employer 
states, "I can't in good conscience ac
cept those economic demands. If I did, 
I would be out of business or I wouldn't 
be able to compete in this global econ
omy." 

Thus, he would say to those who have 
gone on strike, "The only thing that I 
can do, the only alternative I have, is 
to hire permanent replacement work
ers." 

This has been standard law. It is 
standard law right now. That would be 
taken away from the employers of 
America. I think it is an awfully im
portant item for us to recognize today 
that 88 percent of the workers of Amer
ica are not members of labor unions 
and that, therefore, the fact that, as I 
see it, the people of this Nation are not 
really aware of this type of legislation, 
we ought to be, as Members of Con
gress, aware of that lack of awareness 
before we consider adopting legislation 
such as this. But it does not stop there. 
It also declares that there is another 
new unfair labor practice, and that new 
unfair labor practice is in effect to say 
to any employee that elects to stick 
with the employer during a strike, this 
legislation would say, "Well, you can 
do that, you can exercise the right," 
which is granted by the National Labor 
Relations Act for over 50 years, to not 
strike, and that is a right of labor in 
this country just as is the right to 
withhold one's labor, the right not to 
strike. 

0 1930 
However, Mr. Speaker, under this 

bill, if an employee decides, "Well, I 
will not strike for any number of rea
sons," exercises that statutory right, 

guess what happens to that employee 
when the strike is over. 

The returning members of the labor 
union who were on strike can bump 
him from his job. 

Now heretofore the courts have been 
very clear that one has the right, if 
there are vacancies, that the returning 
strikers have the right, to be first con
sidered for any vacancies. But the 
courts have made it very clear that for 
those employees who elected not to 
strike there is no vacancy there, and 
the person who remains with the em
ployer cannot be bumped. That goes 
out the window, too, and, as a result, 
we trivialize, if not as a practical mat
ter just eliminate, all meaning to the 
right of the workers of America to not 
go on strike. 

Now the bill also, as a practical mat
ter, and many people were not aware of 
this, but it also covers all employees 
who are employed in a non-union set
ting. A number of people are not aware 
of the fact that under the National 
Labor Relations Act all employees, 
whether a member of a labor union or 
not, have a right to go on strike and, 
therefore, under those circumstances, 
if this bill were to pass, even in a non
union setting where, say, two or three 
people engage in concerted activity be
cause they are objecting to, for in
stance, the wages or any of the terms 
and conditions of employment, they 
have a right, though not a member of a 
labor union, to walk off the job, and 
the employer has the obligation to 
enter into bargaining with them. 

But the employer has had for the last 
55 years, under those circumstances of 
course, to also hire permanent replace
ment workers. He does not have to nec
essarily accept the fact in that in
stance that he just has to wait for 
those people to return and only to hire 
temporary replacement workers. So, as 
a practical matter, over the years that 
right of the employer to be able to hire 
permanent replacement workers is 
something that is utilized, though not 
too often, in the nonunion setting, as 
well as it is utilized, although not too 
often even in the union settting where 
a strike takes place. 

Mr. Speaker, all of this would change 
now, and this is something that from 
my viewpoint would mean that we are 
removing the balance of risks and the 
balance of rights that one might say 
exists between employee and labor 
unions and employers. As a practical 
matter the labor union will be able to 
say that these are-let us assume egre
gious economic demands-and the em
ployer is not able to say, "Well, under 
the circumstances where I know I can't 
live with that, I know I'm going to lose 
business. I'll maybe lose my business 
completely to foreign competition or 
to other competition who are not able 
to say that I am going to have to go 
with permanent replacement workers.'' 
If he cannot say that, then his only al-

ternative is just to capitulate to what 
the unions request of him, and that 
pertains to all economic strikes. 

It is not an easy thing, for instance, 
for any employer to make the decision 
that he has to hire permanent replace
ment workers and retrain his work 
force. So, it is not something that em
ployers want to go into, and all we 
have to do is look at the Greyhound 
strike, for instance, where the em
ployer elected to use permanent re
placement workers. They are now in 
bankruptcy. 

So, it is not something that anybody, 
any employer, wants to do, but my col
leagues see that there is that balance 
of risks. The striker who goes on strike 
knows that he takes the risk of per
haps losing his job if there are not va
cancies there after the strike. That has 
always been the case, and that is a 
risk. The employer, on the other hand, 
takes the risk, if he uses permanent re
placement workers, of also having 
damage done to his business because he 
has to retrain workers, and so forth. 

So, Mr. Speaker, we are just throw
ing out the window 50 years of unques
tioned labor law, and that I think is 
deeply very unfortunate, and the thing 
that I feel that is of concern, or should 
be of concern, to all of us is that per
haps none of us, being so very busy, are 
fully aware of what is actually taking 
place here, and I think that we ought 
to be aware of that. 

There is some talk about having an 
amendment that would in effect in this 
bill not be effective in regard to the 
nonunion setting as though, if that 
amendment were to pass, that that 
would just solve the problems insofar 
as employers are concerned, for in
stance, who are not with union con
tracts. What those who present such an 
amendment seem to be unaware of is 
that the labor law in this land of ours 
has always applied equally to all of 
America's workers. Whether they are 
union or nonunion, the rights that are 
afforded are the same. 

If, for instance, this bill passes grant
ing these kinds of powers; that is, to 
not have to worry about permanent re
placement workers and having the abil
ity to bump any employee that sticks 
with the employer in a strike, if that is 
applicable only to the labor unions, 
then obviously they have a tool to be 
able to solicit membership which is 
fantastic, which obviously we will say 
to all of those who do not join the 
union, "Well, if you don't join the 
union, that's the only way that you 
can protect yourself, you see, from 
having permanent replacement work
ers come in and the only way that you 
can be assured that you can come back 
and bump the person who was set as a 
permanent replacement to your job is 
to join the union," and so obviously 
unions which are very concerned about 
the fact that their membership has 
fallen greatly during the last several 
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decades would just love to be able to 
have the law altered so as to give them 
those kinds of powers. 

Now, Mr. Speaker, there are a num
ber of other people here who also would 
like to speak on this subject, .and so I 
will yield to the gentleman from Flor
ida [Mr. IRELAND] for comments on this 
matter. 

Mr. IRELAND. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
the gentleman from illinois [Mr. FA
WELL] for yielding. 

Mr. Speaker, as the gentleman from 
illinois [Mr. FA WELL] has said, soon we 
will all be asked to vote on H.R. 5, the 
so-called striker replacement bill. Big 
labor has targeted this bill as it's No. 1 
priority and a must-win issue. If H.R. 5 
becomes law, it will be a disaster for 
American small businesses. The union 
bosses' gain will be the country's loss
in terms of higher labor costs, more 
frequent strikes, and the ripple effect 
on suppliers, customers, subcontrac
tors, and related businesses. 

This bill isn't about protecting union 
members from unfair labor tactics by 
corporate America. What the bill is 
about is allowing one or two employees 
in a small, nonunion firm to hold that 
company hostage to their employment 
demands, no matter how unreasonable 
they may be. 

As the National Federation of Inde
pendent Business has pointed out in a 
letter to Members of Congress: 

H.R. 5 incorporates many of the definitions 
contained within the National Labor Rela
tions Act [NLRA) and existing case law. In 
doing so, the bill implicitly covers any busi
ness that employs two or more employees. 

Now I know that there are those who 
claim that this bill doesn't apply to 
nonunion small businesses. But they 
are wrong-and here's why: 

H.R. 5 would make it an unfair labor 
practice "to offer, or to grant, the sta
tus of permanent replacement em
ployee to an individual for performing 
bargaining unit work for the employer 
during a labor dispute." 

This is one of two instances in H.R. 5 
in which the term "labor dispute" ap
pears. The legislation does not specifi
cally define "labor dispute." Instead, it 
incorporates the definition already 
contained in the NLRA as follows: 

The term labor dispute includes any con
troversy concerning terms, tenure or condi
tions of employment or concerning the asso
ciation or representation of persons nego
tiating, fixing, maintaining, changing, or 
'seeking to arrange terms or conditions of 
employment, regardless of whether the dis
putants stand in the proximate relations em
ployer and employees. 

In other words, any two employees 
who walk off a job to protest a "work
ing condition" are considered to be en
gaged in a labor dispute. Every busi
ness with two or more employees could 
be therefore covered by the legislation. 

And this isn't just pie-in-the-sky 
speculation. It is a very real problem. 
A recent example of the broad scope of 
protected activity falling within the 

"labor dispute" category is found in a 
recent Seventh Circuit Court of Ap
peals decision, NLRB versus Jasper 
Seating Co. That case involved a non
union manufacturer whose plant had a 
large overhead door which was left 
open when the outside temperature ex
ceeded 68 degrees. One day, two em
ployees who worked near the door re
quested the door be closed. The super
visor refused the request because the 
majority of workers in the shop wanted 
to keep the door open. The two com
plaining employees walked off the job 
and were dismissed by the employer. 

The NLRB held that the two employ
ees were unlawfully dismissed because, 
by protesting the working conditions 
at the plant, they were exercising the 
legal right to engage in concerted ac
tivity. 
Th~ seventh circuit enforced that de

cision, noting that the two employees 
had a right to protest their working 
conditions, even if their complaint was 
unreasonable, lacked merit, and did 
not have the support of a majority of 
their fellow employees. 

Such situations are generally avoid
ed, however, by the exercise of manage
ment's ability to permanently replace 
such striking workers. 

If H.R. 5 were applied to the facts of 
the Jasper case, the two striking non
union employees would be engaged in a 
"labor dispute," and would therefore 
have immediate reinstatement rights 
to the jobs they voluntarily vacated
whenever they chose to return to work. 

To permit such disruptive activity 
will not only cause friction between 
groups of workers, but will also se
verely restrict an employer's ability to 
manage and to maintain proper work
place discipline. 

What's more, H.R. 5 would apply to 
any individual whc:r-and I'm reading 
right from the bill now-"has exercised 
the right to join, to assist, or to engage 
in other concerted activities for the 
purpose of collective bargaining or 
other mutual aid or protection through 
the labor organization involved in the 
dispute." 

Now, supporters of H.R. 5 will try to 
tell you that the term "labor organiza
tion" only applies to certified union 
representation. But the NLRA defini
tion says otherwise: 

The term "labor organization" means any 
organization of any kind . . . in which em
ployees participated and which exists for the 
purpose, in whole or in part, of dealing with 
employers concerning grievances, labor dis
putes, wages, rates of pay, hours of employ
ment, or conditions of work. 

In other words, whenever any group 
of employees act in concert-whether 
over a wage increase or other terms or 
conditions of employment-the group 
constitutes a labor organization within 
the meaning of the NLRA. The courts 
have made clear in several decisions 
that you do not need to have a certified 
union represent your employees to 

have a iabor organization as recognized 
by the definition contained in the 
NLRA. 

Finally, H.R. 5 would make it an un
fair labor practice to permanently re
place an individual performing "bar
gaining unit work" for the employer 
during a labor dispute. 

According to labor experts, past posi
tions taken by the NLRB and the 
courts make it clear that, while not de
fining "bargaining unit work," the 
NLRA has always been interpreted to 
apply to all workers, whether they are 
affiliated with a certified union or not. 

Clearly, H.R. 5 has implications for 
all businesses-union and nonunion. 
And there is no question that smaller 
firms have the most to lose if this bill 
were to become law. 

Small businesses generate more than 
57 percent of all new jobs in the United 
States. They set the standard for the 
rest of the world in creativity, innova
tion, and entrepreneurial spirit. The 
striker replacement bill is a direct 
threat to this vital sector of our econ
omy and to our continued competitive
ness in world markets. I urge you to 
vote against H.R. 5. 

0 1940 
Mr. FAWELL. Mr. Speaker, I thank 

the gentleman from Florida [Mr. IRE
LAND]. Once again, he has exhibited the 
fact that he does his homework and is 
aware of what the rather arcane labor · 
law is in regard to these cir
cumstances. That is one of the things 
we hope that we can bring out to our 
colleagues this evening, that perhaps 
even the drafters had not realized the 
full effect their legislation would have. 

At this time I yield to the gentleman 
from Texas [Mr. ARMEY], because I 
know he has some comments on this 
and I always welcome the innovative 
comments from my good friend from 
the State of Texas. 

Mr. ARMEY. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
the gentleman for yielding. 

Let me begin my comments, Mr. 
Speaker, by expressing my apprecia
tion to the gentleman from Illinois 
[Mr. FA WELL] for taking this special 
order. I would like to point out that I 
have had the privilege, since I have 
been in Congress, to sit next to HARRIS 
FAWELL on the Education and Labor 
Committee. It has been a privilege for 
me in particular because HARRIS FA
WELL is always one of the most well 
prepared, most thoroughly disciplined 
researchers of the fine print of legisla
tion of anybody in Congress, and I have 
found it to my advantage to sit next to 
the gentleman on so many occasions 
because by doing so I could crib off the 
gentleman's margin notes on the legis
lation and give the appearance of 
knowing quite often much more than I 
did by virtue of the gentleman's hard 
research. So let me thank the gen
tleman for that. 
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Mr. Speaker, I would like to talk 

about this legislation a little bit and 
put it in the context of understanding 
this: Who is labor in America today? 

We have so many pretensions in leg
islative and political dialog that some
times we lose sight of the facts, and 
there is a tendency, particularly in 
Washington, to confuse things. We tend 
to refer to labor, or we use the word, 
"labor," in Washington when we are re
ferring to organized labor, unionized 
labor in general, but even more par
ticularly, the AFL-CIO and other na
tional union headquarters here in 
Washington, DC, inside the beltway. 
We tend to believe and in some cases 
we tend to represent the proposition 
that these institutions inside the belt
way in Washington, DC, represent the 
American workers, and we lose sight of 
the fact that these institutions rep
resent themselves before the American 
workers. 

0 1950 
Let us make a few things clear. First 

of all, we can talk about working men 
and women of this country and talk 
about all of those people who get up 
and go to work every day, whether 
they like it or not, quite often to a job 
they do not particularly enjoy, because 
they have children and obligations, and 
in fact do that heroic thing of bringing 
home the family's bacon. Or we can 
talk about labor. If I talk about labor, 
I am talking about a group of people 
who sit in Washington, DC, primarily, 
collecting the dues from those working 
men and women who choose to join 
their organizations, and chronically 
misrepresent the best interests of those 
men and women as they serve their 
own first best self-interests. 

This is what I call institutional Poto
mac fever. We need to be aware of this 
distinction, because each and every 
Member of Congress has in their home 
district a large number of working men 
and women who voted in their congres
sional election and to whom they have 
an obligation of representation. That 
representation to the folks back home 
is what we ought to put first . 

Mr. FAWELL. If the gentleman 
would yield, I can recall a hearing last 
year on this legislation, and a member 
of one of our large labor unions said, 
"We represent the working men and 
women of America." 

I could not help but say, "Well, cer
tainly you represent some of them, but 
you represent only 12 percent of the 
working men and women in private 
firms of America." 

He seemed shocked that I pointed 
this ou~ to him. In the construction 
trades, for instance, especially in resi
dential construction · trades in my area, 
95 percent are nonunion. They are just 
now learning, for instance, that be
cause of this legislation they may lose 
the right which they always know is 
there in abeyance if there are egregious 

economic demands they cannot pos
sibly meet, the right to be able to hire 
replacement workers. They are hopping 
mad. 

I am just concerned that not enough 
people in this Nation are aware of that. 
The gentleman is so correct. In Wash
ington we think of labor as only the 
professional labor organizations. Bless 
their heart, they do their jobs, and that 
is part of America. But the largest part 
of American working men and women 
are not members of labor unions. 

Mr. ARMEY. I thank the gentleman 
for that observation. Let me remind 
the gentleman, the people at the AFI.r 
CIO's headquarters downtown, the peo
ple in the legal foundation of AFL-CIO, 
those high-placed lawyers, they are 
working for themselves, just as every
body else is in this town. 

We should remember that there is no 
working man or woman in this country 
today that is denied the right to join 
the union if they so choose. They are 
free to make that choice. Only 12 per
cent of the nonpublic employed people 
in this country have elected to choose 
the union. 

If my calculations are correct, that 
means that 88 percent of the working 
men and women of this country have 
made a conscious choice to not join the 
union. 

Why would they make that choice? 
Mr. Speaker, I have a startling revela
tion for you. People who are smart 
enough to learn the responsibilities 
and the skills of parenthood, to main
tain themselves in employment, are 
smart enough to understand when they 
get fair value for their dollar. They sit 
down and they consider the option be
fore them to join the union. If I join 
the union, and if by having done so I 
then accept the compulsion to give up 
some of my hard-earned earnings to 
the union, will they in fact use that in 
my best interests, so that it will trans
late into benefits for me and my fam
ily? And they judge it not to be. 

So the fact of the matter is, the con
sistent decline in union membership we 
have seen over the years, that is such a 
frustration to all these union bosses 
here in town, is the free choice of 
working men and women, to take their 
hard-earned income and to do the best 
they can for themselves and their fami
lies, without having any part of it si
phoned off to serve the interests of the 
union leaders. This has been a frustra
tion to the union. 

Mr. Speaker, I have to say I have 
been on the Committee on Education 
and Labor for over 6 years. I can tell 
Members there has not been a single 
piece of labor legislation that has been 
taken up and seriously considered by 
this committee that was not written at 
the AFL-CIO headquarters inside the 
beltway in this town. 

It is not the working men and women 
in Chicago, Detroit, and Dallas, TX, 
that have said, "We want you to con-

sider this legislation." It is the union 
bosses here. And they are something 
different. 

As we looked at that, when I first 
came here, I was confused. I would look 
at a bill that was taken up by the com
mittee. We would examine the bill, and 
I had, being from back home and some
what naive in these matters, an initial 
impulse to examine the bill with re
spect to this question. 

I would say, "What would the pas
sage of this legislation do for the men 
and women working back in my dis
trict?'' Every time I could find no an
swer. 

When I finally began to ask the ques
tion, "What will it do for the union 
bosses in Washington, DC, and the 
AFL-CIO's high-priced union lawyers 
in Washington, DC," I began to under
stand why somebody wanted the legis
lation, irrespective of its negative im
pact on the workers in Dallas, TX. And 
the workers know that, too. They 
therefore are refusing to join the 
union. 

So I am going to make this point at 
this time, and then maybe I will speak 
again later. But the point we need to 
remember here, this bill, H.R. 5, the so
called Striker Replacement Act, is not 
about serving the interests of the men 
and women that are working for a sal
ary back home on behalf of their fam
ily. It is about trying to assuage the 
frustrations of the union leaders for 
their inability to convince those folks 
to join unions. It is a union member
ship bill. That is the reason we have it 
here. 

Mr. Speaker, we need to understand 
one other thing while I am making the 
point. We cannot in good conscience 
vote for those union leaders to have a 
completely unchecked right to take 
their 12 percent of America's labor 
force out on strike and cripple the 
right of the 88 percent of those who 
choose not to join the union, who want 
to work on behalf of their children, to 
be on the job that day. 

The fact of the matter is, while those 
12 percent are trying to leverage spe
cial privilege under the law, given this 
legislation, to have a strike that can
not be responded to by management, 
and to coerce management in this 
strike circumstance, they will during 
this incident of increased numbers of 
strikes, with the attendant strike vio
lence that seems always to be there, 
temporarily force layoffs on those non
union workers. 

We need to examine that consider
ation. Why would we want to pass leg
islation that serves the greed of a few, 
and forces the cost to be borne by so 
many? 

Mr. Speaker, I thank the gentleman 
for yielding. 

Mr. FAWELL. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
the gentleman from Texas, who is al
ways articulate and knows his subject 
matter. In a sense, it is good to be able 



April17, 1991 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-HOUSE 8511 
to have these special orders and to re
alize when you speak some of these I 
believe truths, that sometimes I think 
in committee you feel like the skunk 
at the picnic when you utter these 
things that are deemed to be not 
utterable. But these things need to be 
said, I think. 

Again, I hope that we will serve the 
purpose of apprising people in general 
of what Congress is about and doing 
here. 

I would now like to yield time to my 
good friend from the State of Illinois 
[Mr. PORTER], who also has some com
ments in reference to this legislation. 

Mr. PORTER. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
my esteemed colleague from Illinois 
for yielding to me and permitting me 
to address this important issue. I 
might say to my colleague that I have 
been an admirer of him ever since I was 
elected to the Illinois House of Rep
resentatives in 1972 and he was a mem
ber of the Illinois Senate. 

Mr. Speaker, before this House con
siders H.R. 5, the bill to ban any per
manent replacement of striking work
ers, we ought to take time to carefully 
consider the single case where our cur
rent labor laws do in fact allow perma
nent strike replacements. There is only 
one such instance. 

Let me point out that permanent re
placement is not allowed when employ
ees strike against unsafe working con
ditions, or against an employer who re
fuses to bargain in good faith, or when 
an employer is in violation of fair labor 
practice laws. Workers involved in an 
"unfair labor practice" dispute are 
guaranteed full reinstatement after the 
strike is over, under our law, as they 
should be. 

The single exception to the rule is 
the economic strike-a strike for high
er wages or increased benefits. Current 
law says that when employees volun
tarily walk off their jobs to demand 
higher pay~ employers have the right 
to try to stay in business by offering 
permanent employment to replacement 
workers-workers who are willing to 
accept the pay and benefits the em
ployer is offering. 

Our labor laws have maintained this 
distinction, clearly and consistently, 
for over 50 years, a distinction so es
sential to fair and balanced labor rela
tions that, until now, it had never been 
seriously questioned-even by orga
nized labor. 

House Resolution 5 would wipe out 
this distinction, and, in the process, 
wipe out any notion of fairness or eq
uity during labor negotiations and 
strikes. 

The reasoning is simple: In an unfair 
labor practices dispute, the employer 
has broken the law. By denying that 
employer the right to use permanent 
replacements, we deny his ability to 
continue "business as usual" while op
erating outside the law. 

Likewise, when workers have been 
forced to the picket line by an employ
er's abusive and illegal labor practices, 
they are guaranteed automatic rein
statement with full benefits after the 
strike is over. Current law stacks the 
odds against the employer who chooses 
to violate his employee's legal rights, 
and prevents him from continuing busi
ness until the dispute has been settled. 

In an economic strike, however, when 
the employer has not broken the law, 
has treated labor fairly, and has bar
gained in good faith-whose only of
fense has been to disagree with the 
union's economic demands-the em
ployer has the right to try to stay in 
business by hiring replacement work
ers. To attract qualified replacements, 
it is often necessary to offer permanent 
employment. 

When organized labor does resort to 
an economic strike, the law already 
prohibits discrimination based on 
union membership, and mandates pref
erential rehiring of returning strikers 
with full benefits as vacancies occur. 
Employers are also prohibited from 
promising preferential treatment to 
any prospective employees, and may 
not offer replacements a better deal 
than they offered the strikers at the 
bargaining table. 

Current law is therefore designed to 
prevent every dispute and union de
mand from triggering a strike. When 
union members voluntarily walk away 
from $38,000 a year production jobs in 
Maine, or $98,000 a year jobs as pilots, 
or $200,000 a year job as professional 
football players, they know that there 
is a substantial risk that other workers 
might find such pay acceptable. 

An economic strike-a strike for 
higher pay-is a voluntary, calculated 
risk on the part of the union. A union 
striking for economic demands, which 
may or may not be reasonable, should 
not be afforded the same immunity to 
risk given to workers whose legal 
rights have been violated by their em
ployer. 

Under the provisions of H.R. 5, unions 
would no longer have to weigh the 
risks of job loss against the reasonable
ness of their economic demand. Under 
the strike replacement ban, the risk 
disappears, and strikers making any 
sort of economic demand, no matter 
how outrageous, would have the same 
right to automatic reinstatement as 
workers protesting an employer's ille
gal labor practices. 

A permanent replacements ban would 
abolish the mutual risk faced by the 
opposing sides in an economic strike
the vital mutual risk that pressures 
both management and labor toward 
compromise and conciliation, and 
makes both sides think twice about de
mands or policies likely to precipitate 
a strike. 

H.R. 5 is not an attempt to correct 
some loophole or address a pervasive 
problem. Two General Accounting Of-

fice reports have shown that perma
nent replacements are used in only 15 
to 17 percent of strikes, and affect less 
than 4 percent of all strikers. 

The infrequency with which employ
ers have exercised their option to per
manently replace strikers dem
onstrates the effectiveness of mutual 
risks in bringing labor and manage
ment closer to compromise, concilia
tion and continued productivity. 

What the proposed legislation would 
do is create the "no-risk economic 
strike," at a time when 73 percent of 
all Americans believe--according to a 
recent Time/CNN poll-that organized 
labor has either too much or just the 
right amount of power. 

Disproportionate power on either 
side of the bargaining table is just bad 
public policy, and a permanent replace
ments ban represents an unjustified 
shift of power to labor's side of that 
table. 

For over 50 years strikes have re
mained an option of last resort. If en
acted, this legislation would make 
them the first. 

Mr. FAWELL. Again I certainly 
thank my friend from Illinois [Mr. 
PORTER], who has written this on this 
subject and I appreciate very much his 
comments. 

Mr. Speaker, what we have in this 
legislation is a major assault by the 
professional unions of this Nation rep
resenting, as has been indicated, only 
12 percent of the private work force, 
and holding this out as what the people 
of this great Nation want. I hope we 
can begin to ring the bell and to ap
prise people of what is taking place. 

What has not been emphasized a 
great deal here, though I did make 
some comments about it, is that sec
tion 7 of the National Labor Relations 
Act makes it very clear, after it recites 
all of the rights of labor, whether mem
bers of professional unions or not, to be 
able to strike, and collectively bargain, 
to engage in concerted activity in re
gard to the terms and conditions of em
ployment and wages and so forth, it 
understandably and rightly recites all 
of those rights of the workers, but in
terestingly, Mr. Speaker, it leaves out 
one right as though it never existed, 
and it is right there in section 7(2). It 
sets forth the right of a worker not to 
strike. You do not have to strike, you 
do not have to join a union, and if 
there is a strike and you are not a 
member, or even if you are a member, 
you can exercise your right not to 
strike. That is so important. 

The legislation not only takes away 
from the employer the right to hire 
permanent replacement workers, for 
instance, which has been brought out 
as what he or she must have to be able 
to counter an egregious economic de
mand, but it goes further and goes 
after that guy or that gal who says I 
am sticking with the employer, I elect 
my right which has been given to me 
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for the last 55 years, I elect the right 
not to strike, and they say to that per
son all right, you can elect not to 
strike, but let us tell you that when 
the strike is concluded and we want to, 
and the striker comes back, he is able 
to bump you out of a job, and that has 
not been emphasized. I think it cer
tainly should be. 

Again, Mr. Speaker, I yield to my 
friend, the gentleman from Texas [Mr. 
ARMEY]. 

0 2010 
Mr. ARMEY. Mr. Speaker, I thank 

the gentleman for yielding. 
Mr. Speaker, .I wanted to talk and to 

pick up on the point that we have so 
much rhetoric going on here surround
ing this pretension that H.R. 5 is ad
vanced in the interests of protecting 
the rights of the worker. You know, 
one of our colleagues on the Commit
tee on Education and Labor refers to 
this as the right-to-bump bill. 

We go to work because we need a job. 
Most of us appreciate having a job, and 
we have a certain sense of appreciation 
for the employer that risks their cap
ital, investment and so forth to make a 
job possible and a certain loyalty to 
them. But our loyalty to our family 
and our needs of our family are even 
greater. 

What happens in a bill like this, if it 
is passed into law, what you do is you 
not only take away the right to work 
from the person that might welcome 
the opportunity to be a replacement 
worker for somebody who voluntarily 
walked off the job in a strike but you 
take away the right to accumulate se
niority on the part of that worker who 
says, "I must stay on the job. My 
youngsters need this salary to come in 
constantly. I am loyal to my employer. 
I appreciate the right I have to work 
here." 

Let us say I started on the same job 
behind you 30 days. You went out on 
strike for 35 days, and I stayed on the 
job. In this process of accumulating se
niority toward raises, advancement 
and so forth we would not allow me to 
count, under this bill, I would be pro
hibited from counting the time that I 
stayed on the job and the gentleman 
sat off the job. So that, in fact, the 
best effort that I made to improve my 
situation and that of my children is de
nied me. On behalf of the person who 
says, "I would go out on strike," they 
are saying, "We will hold at harm the 
person who says, 'I cannot afford to; I 
choose not to go on strike.' '' They 
would hold at harm the person who 
said, ''I would welcome the opportunity 
to work for a little while or perhaps 
permanently if I work out here given 
the opportunity." They hold at harm 
the person who, for example, maybe, 
let us say in the airplane industry, a 
steward or stewardess who does not fly 
because the mechanics decided to go on 
strike, and there is no provision in this 

law that says if, in fact, this strike 
harms other workers in the firm that 
we make an exception to the firm's 
right to hire a replacement worker in 
order to maintain operations so these 
other innocent bystanders are not vic
timized by this strike. 

What I a.nl going to suggest is we 
cannot afford to let those people who 
simply want to take away this very, 
very delicate balance between labor 
and management that has helped us to 
minimize strikes and attendant strike 
violence, that has helped us to work 
out collective bargaining negotiations 
in peaceful fashions in the past more 
frequently than not, and it is to give 
them, in effect, what amounts to on be
half of the union the unmitigated right 
to go out on strike, call the strike and 
then coerce the results because their 
point will simply be, "You must shut 
down operations during the period of 
this strike irrespective of its impact on 
anybody else affiliated with the firm or 
come to terms with us on our terms.'' 
Now, that, I think, is going to result in 
labor going out on strike more fre
quently, the strikes being more often, 
more violent, and I just want to give 
the Members a quick look here. 

Here is a study done by the Wharton 
School from the period 1975 to 1981. Let 
me just take one at random. I mean, 
just what would surprise you most? 

The top 20 unions in America were 
they had experienced union violence 
during periods of labor strife and 
strikes from 1975 to 1981, before 
PATCO, before, it is said, the apparent 
need for this legislation arose, if we go 
down this list, the Teamsters were the 
most violent, 384 violent incidents; the 
Mine Workers, 204; the Steelworkers, 
130; Auto Workers, 128; State, County 
and Municipal Workers, 116; Machin
ists, 104; Food and Commercial Work
ers, 83, and this I was amazed at, the 
teachers, the National Education Asso
ciation, and very likely the largest 
union in the Nation, but the teachers 
had 80 incidents of violence during that 
period of time. 

The question is where do we have any 
protection for that person who is as
saulted while they are walking to 
work, that has stones thrown at their 
automobile? We have had people, for 
example, who have been beaten with 
bats. People have been shot at. In one 
case we had rifle shots actually coming 
out of the union's headquarters office, 
and they still were unable to prove in 
a court of law that the union encour
aged that violence. 

But I have to tell the Members that 
I am concerned. I have had so many 
people visit my office and tell me the 
stories, truck drivers, coal-truck driv
ers in West Virginia. There was one 
gentleman that was shot in the leg as 
a rifle shot came right through the 
door of his truck and penetrated his 
leg. 

So I would say we need to be cog
nizant of these real impacts of giving 
organized labor an unmitigated right 
to bully management in total disregard 
of the other workers in the organiza-
tion. · 

Mr. Speaker, I thank the gentleman 
again for yielding me time. 

Mr. FAWELL. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
the gentleman. I think we have an
other labor bill coming along. 

LEGISLATIVE PROGRAM 
(Mr. GEPHARDT asked and was 

given permission to address the House 
for 1 minute.) 

Mr. GEPHARDT. Mr. Speaker, I 
would simply announce to the body 
that we are about to offer a unani
mous-consent request which will ask 
unanimous consent, when it is offered, 
for the consideration of the bill that 
will bring a resolution of the rail strike 
situation. 

We believe that the matter will be 
brought before the House, if the unani
mous-consent request is offered and is 
made, about 9:15 and, therefore, the 
vote on this matter would happen 
sometime after 9:15. It will call for an 
hour of debate. So at the latest the 
vote could be held about 10:15 this 
evening, 10:15 or 10:30, but we believe 
that the vote could come anytime after 
9:15. 

PERMISSION TO CONSIDER TO
NIGHT HOUSE JOINT RESOLU
TION 222, RESOLVING THE RAIL 
STRIKE SITUATION 
Mr. GEPHARDT. Mr. Speaker, I ask 

unanimous consent that it be in order 
tonight to consider in the House the 
joint resolution (H.J. Res. 222); that the 
joint resolution be debatable for not to 
exceed 1 hours, equally divided and 
controlled by the chairman and rank
ing minority member of the Committee 
on Energy and Commerce; and that the 
previous question be considered as or
dered on the joint resolution to final 
passage without intervening motion 
except an amendment to be offered by 
Representative DINGELL and one mo
tion to recommit. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
TAYLOR of Mississippi). Is there objec
tion to the request of the gentleman 
from Missouri? 

Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Speaker, reserv
ing the right to object, and I most like
ly would not object, I would ask the 
distinguished majority leader if he 
would just explain the amendment to 
be offered by the gentleman from 
Michigan [Mr. DINGELL], because as I 
understand it, and maybe the majority 
leader can inform us, an agreement has 
been reached between the administra
tion and both sides of the aisle on the 
bill that will come before the floor 
which would not require any sub
stantive amendment. 
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Mr. GEPHARDT. Mr. Speaker, will 

the gentleman yield? 
Mr. SOLOMON. Further reserving 

the right to object, I am happy to yield 
to the gentleman from Missouri. 

Mr. GEPHARDT. Mr. Speaker, the 
gentleman is correct. The only reason 
we wanted to leave this language in 
was in case at the last moment a very 
technical amendment would have to be 
offered to clean up some problem that 
we are not seeing at the moment, but 
we do not expect that. 

We believe there is a total agreement 
between all parties on what the bill 
should contain. 

Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Speaker, further 
reserving the right to object, I would 
just ask the gentleman, if there were 
to be some technical amendment, if we 
could see it in advance. 

Mr. GEPHARDT. Absolutely. 
Mr. SOLOMON. Fine. And also there 

is the possibility there might not even 
be a recorded vote on this? Is that cor
rect? 

Mr. GEPHARDT. It is possible, but 
we never know. 

0 2020 
Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Speaker, I thank 

the gentleman. I will not object, and I 
withdraw my reservation of objection. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
TAYLOR of Mississippi). Is there objec
tion to the request of the gentleman 
from Missouri? 

There was no objection. 

THE POLITICS OF TRADE 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 

previous order of the House, the gentle
woman from Maryland [Mrs. BENTLEY] 
is recognized for 60 minutes. 

Mrs. BENTLEY. Mr. Speaker, in the 
unseemly rush to push through two 
major trade agreements-Mexico Free 
Trade and the General Agreements on 
Tarriffs and Trade [GATT], we are told 
by proponents of the urgent need to 
support the Mexican Government's 
willingness to enter into the compact. 

We hear-behind closed doors-that if 
we do not incorporate the Mexican 
economy into ours that there is a real 
possibility of civil unrest there in the 
near future, because of the country's 
poverty and the instability of its local 
governments. 

It is being inferred-in all of the lob
bying-that we must move very quick
ly on this because President Salinas 
has only 2 years left in office. That 
since he cannot succeed himself, we 
must deal with him because after he is 
gone, we do not know what we will be 
dealing with down there. 

These arguments sound like trade 
policy driven by desperation or 
expendiency-which is always bad for a 
business, and Mr. Speaker, trade is 
business, but-in a representative form 
of government-it is much more. 
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Trade in goods and services, per se, is 
understood by the uninitiated to be 
agreements between countries to buy 
each other's products. To those in gov
ernment, especially elected officials 
who must answer to constituents, the 
use of trade treaties for international 
advantage, either military or eco
nomic, becomes difficult to explain. 

An American worker thrown out of 
his job by plant closings due to the 
opening of a free trade zone with Mex
ico doesn't give a hoot for the problems 
of illegal immigration from Latin 
America across the Mexican border. 
The theory that supplying jobs inside 
Mexico will discourage illegal immi
gration sounds much more reasonable 
inside an air-conditioned office in 
Washington than it sounds as a ration
ale in a shuttered steel town during an 
election year. 

The Keynesian idea of redistribution 
of wealth through U.S. tax law seems 
to have been expanded through trade 
policy to the redistribution of U.S. 
wealth worldwide. 

The old Marshall plan idea has under
gone some Machiavellian twists. In
stead of tied-aid packages going to un
derdeveloped countries as was the prac
tice after the Second World War, we 
now send not only dollars which can be 
spent to buy products or agricultural 
goods from our competitors; but, also, 
we have traded off preeminence in 
whole industries-microelectronics, 
consumer electronics, machine tools, 
ball bearings, to name but a few-in 
order to satisfy the demands of U.S. 
diplomatic or ideological goals. 

In 1984, the beginning year of stag
gering trade deficits, the late Sec
retary of Commerce, Malcolm Baldrige, 
made a speech before the National Con
ference of Governors outlining the use 
of this strategy. He warned that the 
rising balance of payments deficit 
would have to be borne in order to 
stimulate the economies of " recession 
bound Europe" and to transfer dollars 
into Third World countries staggering 
under the burden of debt to inter
national banks. 

Interestingly enough, this remark
able statement of the thrust of free 
trade policy for the 1980's received no 
comment in the press or by any of the 
pundits; and, disappointedly enough, 
raised no outcry from American indus
try. 

In all fairness, few people at the time 
could grasp the sea change that was 
taking place in our national policy. 
The concept of opening up U.S. mar
kets to a flood of imports whose sales 
would prime the pumps of foreign 
economies is breathtaking in scope and 
was audacious in its execution. 

And there were a host of powerful ad
vocates, else it would not have been so 
quickly implemented with so little 
public outrage. There were the eco
nomic ideologues who truly believe as 
an article of faith , that the mar ket 

should decide which businesses will 
survive. But, as we have seen played 
out over the last 10 years, there is not 
the one free market envisioned by 
these theoreticians in their ivory tow
ers. We have learned, from the dev
astating balance of trade deficit, that 
the free market, the open economy ex
ists only in textbooks and in econo
metric models being run through busi
ness schools and think tanks. 

The ideologues, when questioned 
about the growing evidence of their 
failed vision and the continued resist
ance of our trading partners to opening 
their markets to U.S. products, answer 
defensively, "They are wrong! And one 
of these days, they'll find out that we 
were right!" These pure of theory re
mind me of the early priests going for
ward to face the Indians carrying only 
the cross to protect their belief. It took 
several generations of lost churchmen 
to convince Spain that she had better 
buttress the faith with soldiers. 

We have lost a generation of busi
nesses to the free market/trade 
ideologues and when this idea of unre
stricted play was extended into the do
mestic financial arena, it almost de
stroyed our savings and loan industry 
and has left many of our major cor
porations struggling under a burden of 
debt from leveraged buyouts and ill
conceived mergers. The decisions of the 
marketplace have proven to be about 
as arbitrary, and as fair, as those of the 
Indians, who probably sacrificed the 
well-meaning priests to their gods. 

I can understand ideology as the 
basis of a theology, but not as a basis 
for the economic policy of a vibrant, 
secular nation. However, other power
ful interests endorsed the radical view 
of the ideologues-so much quick profit 
can be made when an economic system 
is in flux that not only do entre
preneurs thrive, but speculators grow 
apace. After all, to the audacious, op
portunity exists only in the movement 
of money and markets, whether up or 
down. Closely held, long-term invest
ment creates no new millionaires. The 
high flyers wholeheartedly supported 
the newest economic fad. After all, it 
gave a legitimacy to their menacing fi
nancial schemes and if the 1980's saw 
some of their numbers indicted and 
jailed, many more took millions of dol
lars out of old line companies and re
tired before the junk bonds came due. 

International business also had an in
terest in the new religion. Aware of the 
markets created by Marshall plan 
money in the fifties, they looked to the 
markets in nations newly invigorated 
with U.S.-exported dollars. Dollars 
which, when earned abroad and rein
vested abroad, escaped the high cor
porate U.S. income tax. Large U.S. 
manufacturers struggling with growing 
environmental restrictions and in
creasing labor costs eagerly sought out 
manufacturing bases in nations where 
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labor and environmental law were non
existent and where it was possible, in 
some industries, to lease manufactur
ing lines on short-term contracts if the 
items were fashion related and/or spec
ulative in nature. 

Large agribusiness, long experienced 
in international trade, welcomed the 
entrance of the corporate manufactur
ing giants of America into the global 
economy. Some of their more venture
some members, who from the earliest 
years of the cold war had pushed for 
sales to the enemy and had suffered a 
pariah treatment in certain political 
circles, also gained a legitimacy from 
the new company they were keeping 
and from adherence-by the 
ideologues-to their long-held laissez 
faire attitudes in international trade. 

As large U.S. business interests in
creasingly became more international, 
the cost to the traditional American 
manufacturer was enormous. As late as 
1983, 70 percent of all manufacturing 
employees were working in companies 
with 100 or less workers. The profile of 
the U.S. manufacturing base, forced 
into international competition by eco
nomic policy of this time, was not that 
of big business and giant corporations, 
but of thousands of small companies in 
hundreds of towns across the country 
engaged for the most part in making 
component parts for the other 30 per
cent. 

It was these companies that the free 
marketplace, with its flood of imports, 
shook out. Targeting and dumping of 
specific industries had begun in the 
1970's, but many of the appeals against 
these illegal marketing practices did 
not come to the Government until the 
early 1980's. And every appeal to the 
Government for protection from illegal 
foreign marketing practices was turned 
away with myriad strategies. The in
dustrial fasteners' 232 petition and the 
Houdaile Corp.'s 301 petition were flat
ly turned down. Steel and machine 
tools received voluntary restraint 
agreement programs with questionable 
enforcement on the part of the Govern
ment. Other industries just withered 
under the onslaught with only sporadic 
pleas for help-forgings, shipbuilding, 
ball bearings, microelectronic manu
facturing. The loss in consumer elec
tronics is too grim and too long to be 
included in this article. 

The shoe industry and the apparel in
dustry were put on the bargaining 
table at every trade meeting with an 
underdeveloped country. After a decade 
of cutthroat competition against coun
tries whose wages rarely break through 
$1 an hour, U.S. shoe manufacturing 
has virtually disappeared and 60 per
cent of all apparel sold in the United 
States is imported. The loans owed to 
the international banks by the Third 
World remain largely unpaid. 

If imports were sucking out our 
wealth, before too long, they began to 
suck out our jobs creating the infa-

mous Rust Belt in the North Central 
States. In order to stimulate our own 
economy, sluggish from the deep reces
sion of 1982-83 and beginning to show 
the effects of the loss of value added in
dustry, interest rates had to be kept 
high to attract the lost dollars back 
onshore for our growing internal debt 
created by the failure of supply-side ec
onomics. 

In effect, an international Ponzi 
scheme had been created. Dollars out 
for imports balanced by dollars back in 
attracted by high interest rates and in
creasingly, fewer U.S.-produced prod
ucts. Needless to say, once in place, 
every effort, every policy had to keep 
the two-way flow of dollars moving. 
Any threat of disruption, whether from 
protectionist legislation or foreign re
taliatory action, was met by a barrage 
of free trade propanganda and capitula
tion to every foreign demand. 

"Protectionist" became an ephithet, 
Adam Smith an icon, and agri-business 
laughed all the way to the bank. If we 
were being targeted and dumped on 
with subsidized manufactured prod
ucts, we were the most guilty of all in 
targeting and dumping subsidized agri
cultural products. 

The comparative advantage econo
mists-those who believe that each na
tion should supply to the world econ
omy only those goods which they 
produce best-were euphoric, the 
primed economy kept expanding and 
the flow of foreign wealth and defense 
dollars ringing through U.S. cash reg
isters drowned out the pleas of our 
foundering domestic industries. 

Over the years of the greatest peace
time expenditure for defense, our stra
tegic position as a fortress of democ
racy was being eroded by a growing de
pendence on industrial production in 
countries within 1 hour's flight time 
from the Soviet Union. By 1989, the 
fourth largest U.S. defense contractor 
was Thomson CSF, the French giant 
controlled and subsidized mainly by 
the Government of France. 

History has some lessons to teach us 
about the value of industry to a na
tion's strength. Edward Crankshaw in 
his book, "The Shadow of the Winter 
Palace," reports on the fight waged in 
Russia between the free traders and the 
protectionists in the early days of the 
Industrial Revolution. The protection
ists desired to shelter fledgling domes
tic industries against manufactured 
imports from Europe. However, grain, 
Russia's major export was controlled 
by the wealthy landowners, influential 
with the Czar. They feared that indus
trial competition from Russia would 
cause barriers to be raised inside Eu
rope against their agricultural prod
ucts. 

The first serious Russian economist, 
Heinrich Storch, the most vocal of the 
free trade advocates took Adam 
Smith's "Wealth of Nations" as his 
bible. He felt that Russia would be 

flouting her destiny if she diverted her 
resources from agriculture to industry. 
He believed, also, that the highly pro
ductive Russian soil would pay for the 
import of all the manufactured goods 
which the country could absorb. 

Crankshaw reports the debate in 
great detail and, it is obvious from the 
stagnant economy of Russia in the 19th 
century that the free traders won. 
However, it should be instructive to 
note that this economic background 
and the outcome of the debate is re
ported as being one of the causes of the 
Russian Revolution at the end of the 
century. The agricultural economy al
lowed for no opportunity for the people 
of Russia. The entrenched elite stayed 
entrenched for far too long. 

Strangely enough, according to the 
headlines of last summer, the fate of 
the Uraguay rounds of GATT hinges on 
the access of United States agricul
tural products to export markets. One 
would think we were mainly a nation 
of grain farmers. Modern Adam Smith 
economists remain unchanged after al
most 200 years, despite Russia's experi
ence. 

To the American manufacturer, how
ever, the Government's interest in 
trading oranges for machine tools and 
supplying export bonuses for grain 
sales abroad, has begun to prove disas
trous. Faced with competition from so
cialist countries which subsidize their 
corporations and use the value added 
tax as export bonuses for manufactured 
goods, fighting for market share 
against the cartels and mercantilist 
economies of Southeast Asia, the aver
age U.S. manufacturer feels abandoned 
by policymakers and a seige mentality 
is developing in the most vulnerable 
sectors. 

The surprising strength of support 
for the 1990 textile-fiber-shoe bill, both 
in the House and Senate this summer, 
is evidence, I believe, of a fight-back 
mentality growing in the grassroots of 
America. Textiles represent jobs for 2 
million American workers. Over 2 mil
lion American families will be affected 
by the loss of this industry, not count
ing the trickle-down effect through the 
communities to the banker, the baker, 
and the automobile salesrooms. Cur
rently, textiles account for 25 percent 
of the trade deficit-now approaching a 
staggering $500 billion to the world. 

The unrest in the country is being 
fueled, in part, by recent evidence 
brought out by a Ways and Means over
sight subcommittee that as many as 
39,000 foreign corporations operating 
onshore have underpaid taxes in 
amounts between $35 billion and $50 
billion, without penalties, fines, and in
terest. 

The budget deficit, $104 billion above 
the Gramm-Rudman-Hollings ceiling 
accepted in the 1989 winter, when in
vestigated, should give even the most 
stolid free trader pause. Of the unex
pected $68 billion shortfall reported 
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last July, $37 billion was accounted for 
in lower-than-expected IRS collections 
of corporate taxes, including payroll 
deductions; $19 billion was in higher
than-expected outlays for interest pay
ments, much of that flowing offshore 
tax free. Coincidentally, the rock bot
tom figure needed to get us through 
this period without catastrophic cuts is 
approximately $50 billion-in the range 
of estimated underpayment of taxes by 
some of our foreign guests. 

The Ponzi scheme, when it evolved, 
was fueled by a highly industrialized 
economy. By the end of a decade of ex
porting America's manufacturing base, 
the tax returns of a service economy 
are coming up short. If service indus
tries require little long-term invest
ment of capital contrasted with manu
facturing, they also return less value 
added products thus creating lower tax 
revenues. If service industries require 
less skilled workers at lower cost, they 
also offer fewer benefits-medical cov
erage, retirement-to their workers 
and the workers pay less taxes all the 
while needing more government serv
ices to replace benefits once supplied 
by the private sector. 

I am firmly convinced that the emer
gence of the idea of a service economy 
in the mid-1980's was sheer expediency. 
The rapid decline of our preeminence 
in the microelectronic industry, the in
dustry of the future which was sup
posed to replace the heavy industrial 
sector-twilight industries they were 
called in those days-left our ideolo
gists with no place to go. That we were 
becoming a service economy, by de
fault, certainly could not be acknowl
edged. Once it became evident that we 
had allowed ourselves to be stripped of 
our manufacturing base, then services 
had to be lauded and heralded as the 
wave of the 1990's. 

We would celebrate America's decline 
from a nation of highly skilled, highly 
paid workers to a country of clerks and 
food handlers, agricultural laborers, 
and health care workers. I use the word 
"celebrate" deliberately. Having spent 
most of my adult life as an editor in 
the newspaper business, I feel a real 
need to comment on a phenomenon of 
this period which I have never observed 
before: The creation of a whole jargon 
as a substitute for economic policy. 

Think about the plethora of words 
and phrases we have been given to refer 
to complex economic issues and then 
think of how we have been conditioned 
by the opinion makers to respond to 
them: Free trade, supply-side econom
ics, free marketplace, comparative ad
vantage economics, libertarian, reve
nue neutral, revenue enhancing, global 
village, mutual dependence-inter
national interdependence-Adam 
Smith, service economy, consumer in 
any context-all good; smokestack in
dustries, heavy industry, protection
ism, wealth creation, value-added in 
any context, subsidies, government 

regulations-all bad. Words which have 
almost disappeared from usage, be
cause they are totally out of vogue: 
Taxes, national interest in any con
text, patriotism, treason, "Made in 
America-100 percent," solvency, 
American corporation, debt-free. 

In the old dictionaries there is a de
scription of jargon as being the lan
guage of thieves and Gypsies. It refers 
to the need to be wary of the language 
of the fly-by-nights passing through 
the village selling something which 
they really cannot deliver. 

In offering us new meanings for old 
words, the modern alchemists are try
ing to create a new reality. However, if 
one takes the time to examine this of
fering, it is not really new. It is as old 
as Rousseau, Ricardo, and Marx, and 
yes, as old and outdated as Adam 
Smith. All of the hype, all of the ideals 
to the contrary, some economic and 
historical truths prevail. Debts will be 
paid whether in currency or by demand 
against real assets. Nationalism will 
not fade out or disappear as evidenced 
by the surprising resurgence of old na
tional entities in Eastern Europe after 
50 to 75 years of Russian efforts to ab
sorb them. Jargon can substitute for 
belief only until it is challenged by evi
dence. The current economic crisis 
should signal the Gypsies that it is 
time to move on. 

But, another factor putting pressure 
on them, one never included in their 
econometric models, is the democratic 
processes underlying this Nation. Un
like most of our other nation-competi
tors, we are not a cabinet government. 
There is a popular election every 2 
years which serves as a referendum on 
the behavior of the Government, espe
cially its economic behavior, and signs 
of unrest began to show up in the polls 
in the last election year. At this time 
there is no charismatic leader around 
which the disaffected can coalesce and 
the major issue, the loss of economic 
preeminence in the world, is not easily 
defined in political slogans; but, the 
unrest is such that a dramatic down
turn in the economy could produce a 
populist leader in either party, vir
tually overnight. 

In the interim, the next November 
elections may see some House Members 
replaced. It will be a beginning of pick
ing-them-off-around-the-edges as ev
eryone holds his/her breath approach
ing the 1992 Presidential election year. 

It seems to me an unfortunate acci
dent of timing that just as the Euro
pean Community puts the final touches 
to its agreements on a united European 
block, after years of negotiations, 
straws in the wind predict that U.S. 
trade policy will be embroiled in tre
mendous domestic political con
troversy by 1992. 

I think the pot is beginning to boil 
and if it is true that powerful Demo
crat chairmen in the House will be 
stepping down in order to keep unspent 

campaign contributions collected over 
years, the change in direction in trade 
policy could be radical. Contrasted 
with the free trade of the 1980's, any 
change would have to be more protec
tionist. 

It is also reasonable to assume that 
the withdrawal of U.S. military sup
port form both NATO and Southeast
ern Asia will cause a sigh of relief from 
American taxpayers at the beginning 
of the end of the Pax Americana. Much 
of the onus of our $31/2-trillion internal 
deficit can be laid at the feet of our 40-
year commitment to protecting the 
free world. 

The efforts of this administration to 
raise funding from our allies to help de
fray the expenses of the current crisis 
in the Middle East tends to make my 
point. Such a radical change in policy, 
I think, anticipates the possibility of a 
taxpayer revolt. Because, if indeed, we 
are living in a global village, more 
than any nation in the world we made 
it a possibility with our microelec
tronic inventions and aerospace break
throughs. Starting with the Marshall 
plan, followed by literally hundreds of 
U.S.-sponsored programs and billions of 
dollars, we also-more than any other 
nation built that global village. 

In truth, we created much of our own 
commercial and agricultural competi
tion and in our enthusiasm to do well 
while doing good, we never looked 
ahead to the consequences for our own 
country of such bountiful sharing of all 
of our resources. Much of the money 
loaned to other nations for both World 
War I and II was never repaid and no 
demand has been made by the United 
States for repayment. 

Against this history, the economics 
of the international burden seems to 
have become too heavy for the Amer
ican people to accept. I predict, in
creasingly, America will become more 
isolationist. Before too long, the cry 
will grow to bring home not only 
American troops, no matter where they 
are assigned, but to bring back onshore 
U.S manufacturing jobs so the released 
soldiers will have worthwhile jobs. The 
numbers of electronics engineers and 
electronics technicians freed up by de
mobilization not only of the military, 
but of the defense industries will put 
great strains on a service-oriented 
economy to accommodate the level of 
skills of the half million or more ex
pected job seekers. 

The cost of the Pax Americana is be
ginning to show up in the most obvious 
ways-broken bridges and pot-holed 
highways. It is an anomaly to me, as a 
member of the Transportation Com
mittee of the House, that we are de
manding the Government of Japan 
spend more money on building infra
structure when our own bridges and 
roadways are in such bad shape, when 
we don't have one stretch of highspeed 
railway in our own Nation. But, the 



8516 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-HOUSE April 17, 1991 
empty factories and overgrown indus
trial parks are another mark of our ef
forts to be the engine of the world. The 
bill is coming due in so many different 
ways, in so many different commu
ni ties that my long experience on the 
political scene leads me to believe that 
some major changes will be demanded 
by the American electorate. The ques
tion is to find a formula acceptable to 
the people, yet strong enough to be ef
fective in revitalizing the economy. 
Every effort must be made to accom
modate and protect the unique Amer
ican economic system with all of its 
possibilities of upward mobility eco
nomically. Socially, among the leading 
nations of the world, we are the only 
true democracy. We have no royal 
house, no hereditary titles, no recog
nized ruling families. And, we cannot 
move toward the economic entrench
ment of an elite through the accept
ance of cartel structures in our indus
tries and the inherent tyranny of pow
erful international corporations unre
strained by any political body or bod
ies. The American people will not ac
cept it. 

George Orwell envisioned the all
powerful state with its thought control 
and its double-speak-jargon, of a 
kind-but, another writer, a screen
writer, envisioned a more brutal condi
tion, the corporate controlled state in 
a movie titled "Rollerball." Using po
etic license and for effect, these writers 
dealt in extremes, but current business 
writers are beginning to echo some of 
the themes. Hobart Rowan and Jodie T. 
Allen writing in the Washington Post, 
March 18, 1989, headlined an article on 
superfirms, "Brave New World, Inc.," 
and Business Week's, May 14 cover 
story was "The Stateless Corporation." 
Both articles are rewarding, but dis
turbing reading. 

We cannot afford to make a mistake 
in the path we take out of this morass 
of debt and economic instability. We 
cannot respond to the challenge of 
competing with socialist and/or mer
cantilist nations by being copy cats. 

Our antitrust laws, when they were 
enforced, created the unique economic 
mixture that gave America such a 
strong middle class. Smaller companies 
were protected from being vertically 
integrated into the giants, and the gi
ants were protected from their small 
suppliers banding together against 
them to set prices. It is a simplistic ex
planation of 90 years of antitrust law; 
but, overall, by trial and error, it 
served to maintain a balance between 
the great and the small and guaranteed 
a fair, competitive price in the market. 
Startup operations could not be frozen 
out at either end of the spectrum since, 
absent patent infringement or propri
etary information, all raw and semi
finished materials and component 
parts were available to anyone who 
wanted to buy them for manufacture 
and/or assembly. 

Unfortunately, in the 1980's, the 
ideologues began to give new interpre
tations to old law. And, while the 
threat of possible antitrust action con
tinued to discourage U.S. corporations 
from adding vertically or horizontally 
to their lines, foreign corporations 
seemed able to extend the tentacles of 
their well-established foreign cartels to 
America with impunity. The free mar
ketplace has become the free-for-all 
marketplace for some foreign corpora
tions, while many American companies 
watch from the sidelines unable to 
compete under the double standard 
being applied by various courts and 
agencies. 

Despite the power of the proponents 
of this antique economic theory, I be
lieve, as with all fads, it has peaked 
and is beginning to weaken. The re
sults of the experiment have proven so 
disruptive of the economy and of com
munities across the country, that the 
time is coming when the people of 
America will reject it, given the 
chance. 

My gravest concern is that the politi
cal swing not be so extreme that after 
years of no industrial policy, we will 
embrace a form of socialist industrial 
control in a panic to gain back that 
which we have lost. It is for this reason 
I continue to speak and write about the 
deplorable losses in our manufacturing 
base and the concomitant costs to the 
American way of life. The history of 
how this has happened is replete with 
evidence that no U.S. industrial policy 
has proved to be a windfall to other 
governments of the world, replete with 
industrial policies of all sorts. Japan 
has a master industrial plan that 
projects to the year 2015. 

The challenge of the 1990's will be to 
develop a pluralistic approach to Gov
ernment control and intervention. No 
purists need apply. We have had excel
lent results in Government-supported 
operations like the Defense Advanced 
Research Projects Agency [DARPA] 
and the record of the first 20 years of 
the space agency shine. The Chrysler 
bailout worked and the loan was paid 
off in record time. The Federal N a
tiona! Mortgage Association [Fanny 
Mae] has been a stellar performer in 
the investment markets. 

We can do it. We must do it, lest the 
summer of our discontent, become the 
winter of the people's disillusionment 
with us all. 

D 2050 

LOOKING AT THE CHALLENGE OF 
THE NORTH AMERICA FREE 
TRADE AGREEMENT 
The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 

TAYLOR of Mississippi). Under a pre
vious order of the House, the gen
tleman from California [Mr. DREIER] is 
recognized for 25 minutes. 

Mr. DREIER of California. Mr. 
Speaker, I take this time this evening, 
as we are waiting for this critically im
portant legislation which will be de
signed to ensure that we have a de
crease in costs to the American 
consumer caused by this strike which 
is going on, this rail strike, because 
virtually everyone is affected by it, and 
I wanted to take this time to talk 
about an issue which is going to be de
bated very vigorously in this House in 
the next several weeks, and we will 
clearly have a conclusion; I hope a 
positive one. I hope, just like we will 
have a positive solution to this strike 
problem that we are dealing with this 
evening, that we will have a solution 
that is brought about that will benefit 
the American consumer and the con
sumers throughout the world as we 
look at the challenge of what has be
come known as the Mexico-United 
States free-trade agreement, the North 
America free-trade agreement. It is 
clearly something that is designed to 
benefit the consumer. 

Mr. Speaker, there are many items 
which have become very controversial 
as this debate has continued, and I 
think that we need to look at some of 
those problems, and at the same time 
we need to look at what we offer as so
lutions to those problems. 

For starters, there has been a book 
that I read in the last year and a half 
or so which has recognized that, as we 
face the challenge of trying to provide 
a wide range of services and products 
to consumers, we want to provide them 
at the lowest possible cost, and in a 
fascinating volume that was written by 
John Naisbitt called "Megatrends 
2000," which was the followup to his 
first "Megatrends" book, he talks 
early on in the book about the reduc
tion of those barriers and how it will 
provide an overall benefit to consumers 
throughout the world. 

Now we have seen some groups work 
closely toward a reduction of barriers 
so that they can provide a wider range 
of services and products, and most no
tably that is going to be coming about 
on December 31, 1992, with the emer
gence of what has become known as 
EC-92. The European Community has 
recognized that, if it is going to com
pete internationally, that it must re
duce barriers among these countries so 
that they can work together as a solid, 
unified economic bloc. 

D 2100 
What will come about with that solid 

economic block? Well, clearly a reduc
tion of barriers in trade among those 
countries in the European Community 
and at the same time a reduction in 
costs for those in surrounding areas. 
But the existence of that solid block 
has created a situation which needs to 
be addressed, and a response is coming 
about to EC-92. It is that our neighbors 
in the Pacific Rim, which are so often 
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addressed by my good friend from Bal
timore, the gentlewoman from Mary
land [Mrs. BENTLEY], are uniting as an 
economic block. 

They are uniting as an economic 
block, and I happen to think that there 
will be a benefit that has accrued from 
that unification which has taken place. 
But as that happens, it is clear to me 
that we in this part of the world need 
to put together · our own response so 
that we can provide a positive low-cost 
pack of services and products to con
sumers throughout the world. 

So as we see EC-92 emerging, and as 
we see the Pacific Rim uniting, as they 
provide goods and services to other 
countries throughout the world, it is 
apparent that what we need to do in 
the United States is move ahead with 
this agreement that has been developed 
between Canada and the United States 
and expand it, expand it by including 
our southern neighbors. There are tre
mendous benefits in that not only to 
consumers throughout the world but to 
consumers on both sides of the border, 
north and south, as we move ahead 
with this kind of program. 

If one looks ,at a lot of the problems 
that exist on the borders-and I happen 
to represent southern California, so I 
know that we have many problems 
that exist on the border-we see that 
one of the great things we debate in 
the House, and have debated for years, 
has been the problem of illegal immi
gration. We have had immigration re
form bills in the past several Con
gresses, and we still have a problem. 

I am convinced that while it may not 
be a panacea, the reduction of these 
barriers that exist in trade between the 
United States of America and Mexico 
will have a salutary effect on this prob
lem of immigration. One of the things 
that we find in the border States, 
Texas, Arizona, New Mexico, Califor
nia, we see many people from Mexico 
who have to come into the United 
States to work, and they send their 
salary back to Mexico. Well, if we are 
able to see a reduction in those bar
riers, that will not 9e necessary be
cause there will be many United States 
companies which will want to invest in 
Mexico. 

I think that if one looks at what is 
offered between our two countries, the 
United States of America and Mexico, 
it is clear that the United States offers 
both capital and technology, and Mex
ico offers both markets and labor. 

Now, many people, those who are 
critical of the prospects of moving 
ahead with the free trade agreement 
between the United States and Mexico, 
say that we will see United States busi
nesses simply taking advantage of this 
70 cents an hour labor force in Mexico, 
and we will, therefore, see a tremen
dous loss of jobs in the United States 
because of it. But, if we look at the 
facts, I really don't believe that that 
will be the case, Mr. Speaker. 

Canada has, of its imports, 87 percent 
of them coming from high-cost areas, 
high labor cost areas, because those 
items which are being imported in Can
ada are items which are clearly expen
sive items, items which are created by 
well-trained labor, not unskilled labor. 
And in this country it is 64 percent. 
Sixty-four percent of the imports into 
the United States come from high 
labor cost countries. 

The only reason it is less than the 87 
percent in our country is that we have 
agreements with China and Third 
World countries, which do not have 
low-cost labor, and that is the reason 
that it is less. 

The demand in this country is clearly 
for those products which are created by 
high labor cost countries. It seems to 
me that we need to recognize that ben
efits can be accrued on both sides of 
the border if we move ahead with this. 

I think if we look at the old adage 
that a rising tide lifts all ships, it is 
apparent that we will be able to help 
the people of Mexico. 

Now, I have many colleagues in this 
Congress who, like me, are concerned 
about the plight of those who are less 
fortunate than Americans. We, of 
course, are anguishing over the plight 
of the Kurds who are starving in the 
north of Iraq and in southern Turkey 
and in Iran at this point. 

We are also very concerned about 
people who are less advantaged in Mex
ico. Well, it seems to me that if we 
want to do what we can to enhance the 
quality of life for our southern neigh
bors, moving ahead with a free trade 
agreement would be a very good and 
positive step for us. 

There are other justifiable concerns 
which have been raised, and I think 
that I met today with Dr. Blanco, who 
is the chief negotiator. And he, as we 
move ahead with the free trade agree
ment, he clearly wants to address the 
concerns that labor faces. 

Another segment that is concerned is 
the environmental community. I am 
very proud of my record here in the 
Congress, Mr. Speaker, as it addresses 
the environment. I am one who be
lieves that we clearly do have to play a 
role here at the Federal level in ad
dressing environmental concerns in 
this country. The area I represent in 
southern \ California, the Los Angeles 
Basin, happens to have the highest 
number of first stage smog alerts in 
the United States. So I am one who 
clearly is very sensitive to addressing 
the environmental needs that exist in 
Mexico, the air pollution problems in 
Mexico City, as many of us have wit
nessed on a number of occasions. And 
so the argument that some have used is 
that United States business that does 
not like the kinds of environmental 
constraints which have been imposed 
on them by Federal law here will seize 
the opportunity to go into Mexico and 
pollute without any kind of respon-

sibility to the people of Mexico. Again, 
a fallacious argument, Mr. Speaker. 
The reason being that the Mexican 
Government clearly does have many 
environmental constraints which are 
modeled in large part after the envi
ronmental requirements which we have 
here in the United States. 

And the problem has been as follows, 
Mr. Speaker. There are many busi
nesses in Mexico which have been ex
isting and polluting for years. It is 
widely acknowledge that the Mexican 
Government has had a difficult time 
imposing the proper environmental 
constraints on existing businesses, but 
they have, Mr. Speaker, had success in 
putting together those kinds of re
quirements on new businesses in Mex
ico. So while some people say that 
United States companies will move 
into Mexico and seize the opportunity 
to pollute because of lax environ
mental regulations, they are wrong. As 
a new business, whether it is domestic, 
inside of Mexico, or a business that 
would come in under a new free trade 
agreement arrangement, they would 
have to meet the environmental con
straints imposed under Mexican law. 

There is another area which is of con
cern in my State of California. People 
in the agriculture industry do not want 
to see the Mexican labor force undercut 
the United States ability to deal with 
the sale of agricultural products, spe
cifically those in the citrus and other 
areas of California. And I know in Flor
ida and other States, they are very 
concerned about it. And there are some 
justifiable concerns which need to be 
addressed. Again today I brought one 
of those to the attention of Dr. Blanco, 
who is our negotiator. There is some
thing called hydrogen glyceride, which 
is sprayed on grapes, and it is illegal in 
the United States. It cannot be used. It 
is not approved by the EPA, and yet it 
is utilized in Mexico. The spraying of 
this pesticide allows the grapes to 
come to market earlier than it would if 
it is not used. What has happened is 
that Mexican grapes have, therefore, 
been able to come to market beating 
the California market. For that reason, 
it seems to me that we need to have 
some kind of negotiated agreement on 
the use of that and many other items 
which are utilized on one side of the 
border and not on the other side of the 
border. 

So what I am saying, Mr. Speaker, is 
that because of some concerns that 
have been understandably raised in the 
area of labor, in the area of the envi
ronment, and in the area of agri
culture, it does not mean that we 
should penalize the consumer on both 
sides of the border, in the United 
States and Mexico, and clearly cast 
aside the necessity to provide those 
goods and services to people because of 
these questions. 
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What we need to do, Mr. Speaker, is 
answer these questions and have a ne
gotiated settlement, so that these 
things can be addressed. 

We in the Congress, if we move ahead 
with what is misnamed the fast-track 
provision so that our negotiators can 
go ahead, we in the Congress, and I will 
not vote for a bad agreement between 
Mexico and the United States, but I 
want us to move ahead with an agree
ment. 

One of the arguments that another 
Member has given in opposition to this 
is why is it that we have to have a fast 
track? Why do we have to move ahead 
so quickly here if we are going to be 
undertaking a very serious matter, 
that of eliminating these barriers be
tween Mexico and the United States. 

Mr. Speaker, I argue that it is essen
tial that we move ahead and move 
ahead expeditiously. That gets back to 
what I raised at the outset: we are see
ing countries throughout the world 
unifying. I am talking again about the 
Pacific Rim and Western Europe. 

Many in Western Europe are going to 
prepare to seize on the 100 million 
strong labor force, and ultimately mar
ket, that exists in Eastern and central 
Europe, and that again will give them 
an added advantage in dealing with 
this. 

So as these parts of the world move 
ahead, why should the United States of 
America be so far behind? Some who 
have said that we should delay this 
process have not recognized that this is 
not a new concept. This is something 
that we have been discussing for years 
and years. It is just that the necessity 
for it has become greater and greater, 
and that is why it is now on the front 
burner. 

President Bush has very accurately 
put this as one of his top domestic pol
icy priorities. It is a top domestic pri
ority, because he wants to help the 
American consumer, and also the 
consumer in Mexico and other parts of 
the world. 

Mr. Speaker, it seems to me as we 
look at the domestic policy priorities 
which have been established by Presi
dent Bush, that this is a very impor
tant one, because of his desire to do ev
erything that he possibly can to assist 
consumers on both sides of the border, 
in the United States and in Mexico. 

Mr. Speaker, it is obviously con
troversial, and it is obviously some
thing that is going to be contentious 
when we proceed here in the House of 
Representatives with a debate. But this 
is something that President Bush 
thinks is important, and it is some
thing I think is very important, too, 
and I hope a majority of this House 
will recognize its importance. Because 
we cannot stand alone. We often talk 
about this · technology which carries 
the word from the floor of the Con
gress, not just to people throughout 

the United States, but to the world. We 
are seeing with tremendous commu
nication advances a shrinking world. 
That is also happening in the area of 
trade. 

Mr. Speaker, I do not believe that I 
as a Member of Congress have the right 
to say to a consumer in this country 
that you cannot buy the best quality 
product at the lowest possible price 
without my imposing a penalty on you. 
Frankly, those who want to stall and 
delay this process are getting to the 
point where a penalty will be imposed 
on that American consumer. 

Mr. Speaker, we today passed out 
what I think is a horrible budget. It is 
an unfortunate thing that we passed it 
in this House, spending hundreds of bil
lions of dollars, the cost of which is 
being passed on to future generations. 

Mr. Speaker, this is Wednesday 
night, so I guess it was 2 days ago at 
this time, 9:15 in the evening, people 
were rushing to the U.S. Post Office 
with less than 2 hours and 45 minutes 
to go before that April 15 deadline to 
pay their income taxes, to send it to 
those of us here in Washington. 

I for one happen to think that that 
burden is a little too high. I know very 
well that the ranking Republican on 
the Rules Committee, who is with us 
tonight, the gentleman from New York 
[Mr. SOLOMON], feels that he and the 
people in upstate New York pay too 
much in taxes and the consumer is 
being penalized by our spending poli
cies here and by the taxes which they 
have to pay. 

So President Bush has very right
fully put on the front burner this Unit
ed States-Mexico Free Trade Agree
ment so that we can do something to 
benefit the American consumer, be
cause it has been very frustrating. I 
think this agreement can help us clear
ly emerge from this very, very slow 
moving economy. 

Mr. Speaker. the signs are that we 
are coming out of it. I saw that the 
Dow Jones industrial average closed at 
3,005 today, setting an all-time record. 
I think that bodes well for the future. 
Maybe those on the floor of the stock 
exchange are convinced that we are 
going to be passing a United States
Mexico Free Trade Agreement, and 
that might have played a role in en
couraging them to run it as high as it 
is. 

Mr. Speaker, we have a lot of tough 
battles ahead. This is clearly one of the 
most important ones. We are going to 
have a lot of "Dear Colleagues" cir
culated. There is going to be a lot of 
talk about this, a lot of very good ar
guments given on both sides. 

Mr. Speaker, I am confident that this 
House will do the right thing and pro
vide President Bush with the support 
that he needs to bring about something 
that will clearly be a great boost for 
the American consumer and consumers 
throughout the world. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
HAYES of Illinois). The gentleman from 
New York [Mr. SoLOMON] is recognized 
for 15 minutes. 

Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Speaker, I might 
just alert the membership that there 
has been an agreement reached on the 
rail strike legislation, which is House 
Joint Resolution 222, which will be 
coming before the House, hopefully any 
moment now. Perhaps I might just 
read some of the resolved clauses so 
that those Members that are listening 
in their offices or are on their way over 
here might understand a little bit 
about what is going on. 

Mr. Speaker, this is an agreement, as 
I understand it, that has been agreed to 
by both Houses, by the House, the Sen
ate, as well as the administration, as 
well as management and labor. The 
House will pass this bill, possibly with
out even a vote here, in a few minutes, 
as soon .as the Members come to the 
floor and the managers of this bill ar
rive. 

I understand that the Senate will 
take this bill up first thing tomorrow 
morning, and this should result in the 
railroads going back to work, which is 
absolutely critical at this time because 
of the recession we are in. 

Mr. Speaker, we have just gone 
through 8 years of unparalleled growth 
in this country. Now we are in a reces
sion. We certainly do not want to do 
anything and we do not want this Con
gress to be responsible for prolonging 
this recession. The reason we need this 
legislation is because of jobs and the 
economy in this country. 

Mr. Speaker, I happen to come from 
an area in upstate New York where the 
recession first started. We have a lot of 
unemployment there. Certainly we 
want to get those people back to work. 

I would just simply begin to read the 
resolved clauses of this legislation, 
which states: 

The following conditions shall apply to the 
disputes referred to in Executive Order No. 
12714 of May 3, 1990, between certain rail
roads represented by the National Carriers' 
Conference Committee of the National Rail
way Labor Conference and the employees of 
such railroads represented by the labor orga
nizations which are party to such disputes: 

(1) The parties to such disputes shall take 
all necessary steps to restore or preserve the 
conditions out of which such disputes arose 
as such conditions existed before 12:01 a.m. 
on April 17, 1991, except as otherwise pro
vided in this joint resolution. 

Mr. WALKER. Would the gentleman 
yield? 

Mr. SOLOMON. I will be glad to yield 
to the gentleman from Pennsylvania. 

Mr. WALKER. Could the gentleman 
explain that clause to us? 

Mr. SOLOMON. I will, as I get a little 
further into the bill. This legislation is 
just out of the printers. It is still hot 
to handle. But let me just continue for 
a minute. 
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Mr. WALKER. I was having trouble 

understanding what the bill was really 
saying there. I was just wondering 
whether the gentleman could explain 
what the effect of the language is that 
he just read to the House. 

0 2120 
Mr. SOLOMON. It will. 
It goes on to say that except as oth

erwise provided in this joint resolution, 
it goes on with some other technical 
information. But I think one of the 
things that people are interested in 
hearing is that under section 2, ap
pointment of special board, what this 
does is set up another Presidential 
Emergency Board. It says that: 

The President shall promptly appoint a 3-
member special board. One member of the 
special board shall be an individual who was 
a member of Presidential Emergency Board 
No. 219. The remaining 2 members shall be 
appointed by the President from a list of ar
bitrators compiled by the National Medi
ation Board. No member appointed to such 
special board shall be pecuniarily or other
wise interested in any organization of em
ployees or any railroad. The compensation of 
the members of the special board shall be 
fixed by the National Mediation Board. The 
second paragraph of 'section 10 of the Rail
way Labor Act shall apply to the expenses of 
the special board appointed under this sub
section as if such special board were a board 
created under such section 10. 

Section 3 deals with the resolution of 
issues in disagreement, and it goes on 
to say that requests for clarification or 
interpretation of ambiguities-"within 
5 days after the special board is ap
pointed under section 2, any party to 
the disputes referred to in Executive 
Order No. 12714 may request the special 
board to clarify or interpret any ambi
guities in the recommendations of 
Presidential Emergency Board No. 
219." 

Section B, clarification and interpre
tation report, says that "within 15 days 
after the special board is appointed 
under section 2, the special board shall 
issue a report addressing requests made 
under subsection (a)." 

Then it goes on with another section, 
requests for modification. 

Within 10 days after the special board is
sues its report under subsection (b), any 
party to the disputes referred to in the exec
utive order may request the special board to 
modify any special recommendation of Presi
dential Emergency Board No. 219 with re
spect to any issue on which the parties may 
remain in disagreement. Issues on which 
Presidential Emergency Board No. 219 made 
no specific recommendation shall not be sub
ject to consideration by the special board. 

I just look around the room here to 
see where the managers of the bill are 
from the Energy and Commerce Com
mittee. I assume they are on their way 
over because we want to dispose of this 
legislation and get it over to the Sen
ate as soon as we possibly can. 

Mr. WALKER. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. SOLOMON. I yield to the gen
tleman from Pennsylvania. 

Mr. WALKER. Mr. Speaker, I hope Mr. SOLOMON. That is correct. As a 
they are not in their offices waiting for matter of fact, that would be a cooling 
the gentleman to finish reading their off period when all parties could get 
bill for them. back together, and that the new presi-

Mr. SOLOMON. I hope they are not dential emergency board could then at
either, because I still have a couple of tempt to negotiate a settlement of all 
long pages to go. of the involved issues. 

But in anticipation of their arrival, Mr. WALKER. That of course should 
Mr. Speaker, I will just say that sub- give some time for some of the issues 
section (d), procedure and determina- that have been outstanding to be re
tion says, "The special board shall con- solved and for some of the things that 
duct such proceedings as it considers have exacerbated the process to per
necessary to review requests made haps be worked out. 
under subsection (c)." I think the gentleman has described 

Mr. WALKER. Mr. Speaker, will the the nature of the board which is going 
gentleman yield? to be put together to do this, and I 

Mr. SOLOMON. I am glad to yield to agree with him. I think it is good news 
the gentleman from Pennsylvania. that the situation with regard to presi-

Mr. WALKER. I just wanted to make dential appointment was resolved in 
the gentleman aware, since it is some- the legislation. But it does appear as 
what different than the information though we are creating a time frame 
that he had a few minutes ago, that we that hopefully will resolve the issues 
understand that the Senate is in ses- before we have to come back again in a 
sion, and as soon as the House has similar situation. 
cleared action on this legislation the Mr. BARTON of Texas. Mr. Speaker, 

will the gentleman yield? 
Senate will deem it to have been passed Mr. SOLOMON. I am glad to yield to 
so that the action can be completed on the gentleman from Texas. 
it yet tonight. Mr. BARTON of Texas. Mr. Speaker, 

Mr. SOLOMON. That is very good I thank the gentleman from New York 
news, because we were worried that as for yielding. 
long as this strike stays in effect it Mr. SOLOMON. I would take notice 
does severely affect the economy that the ranking Republican on the En
throughout the country. Just, for ex- ergy and commerce committee has 
ample, I was on the phone with an just arrived in the chamber. We are 
automobile dealer from upstate New very, very happy to see him. But I 
York a few minutes ago and they are yield to the gentleman from Texas. 
on a just-in-time order situation now. Mr. BARTON of Texas. The ranking 
Because of the recession they have not member may want to speak. I would 
stocked up on automobiles, and as they JUSt like to report that the committee 
have been selling them, they have been has just met. Chairman DINGELL should 
ordering them from Detroit. Should be on the floor in the next 5 minutes. 
the strike, of course, continue in effect, We reported by unanimous consent, 
they would not have automobiles to without any negative votes, the corn
sell. And if we just magnify this all promise legislation. And we are very 
over the country, the automobile in- hopeful that the train will leave the 
dustry is a major, major part of the track and we will move forward. 
economy of this country. That is why Mr. SOLOMON. I appreciate that in
we cannot afford to have this strike formation from the gentleman from 
stay in effect. Texas, and since the gentleman from 

Mr. WALKER. If the gentleman will New York [Mr. LENT] has just arrived 
yield, that is also true, of course, of the on the floor, perhaps the gentleman 
manufacturing process for auto- · from Pennsylvania [Mr. WALKER] could 
mobiles. Most of the automobile fac- repeat the information he just received 
tories have gone to a just-in-time or- from the Senate as far as the Senate's 
dering system for parts that they put action. 
into automobiles so that a rail strike Mr. WALKER. I was just telling the 
affects the ability of the automobile other gentleman from New York that 
manufacturers to make the cars in the it is our understanding that the Senate 
first place. So this indeed is a situation is in session and that as soon as we 
which can rapidly escalate into major complete action here that they will 
layoffs in the country. deem the action taken by the House to 

But it does appear as though the Sen- have passed the Senate, which means 
ate is prepared to act yet tonight. The we will complete action on this matter 
bill should be enrolled and be sent to tonight. And it is my understanding 
the White House sometime in the that the President will sign this as 
course of the night or early tomorrow soon as it reaches the White House. Is 
morning. So we should have the action that the understanding of the gen-
underway. tleman from New York? 

I did not hear, in what the gentleman Mr. LENT. Mr. Speaker, will the gen-
was telling us about the nature of the tleman yield? 
bill, a time frame. It is my understand- Mr. SOLOMON. I yield to the gen-
ing that this new board will essentially tleman from New York. 
act for a 65-day period. Is that the gen- Mr. LENT. Mr. Speaker, that is my 
tleman's understanding as well? understanding. I just wanted to report 
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that the full Energy and Commerce 
Committee within recent minutes has 
reported out legislation, House Joint 
Resolution 222, with some very minor 
technical amendments to settle the na
tional railroad strike. 
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For any of our Members who may be 

en route to the House Chamber, the 
sooner they get here the better, be
cause we will be in a position to take 
this legislation up momentarily. 

Mr. SOLOMON. I have just been read
ing a draft of the legislation, but to put 
it in layman's language, perhaps the 
gentleman could just give us a brief 
summary of what the agreement con
tains. 

Mr. LENT. If the gentleman will 
yield further, very, very briefly, what 
we are doing here is the President will 
appoint a Special Board to review the 
situation as between the parties, and 
that that Special Board will settle am
biguities in the Presidential Emer
gency Board. It will consider issues on 
which there is disagreement between 
the parties where the Presidential 
Emergency Board issues specific rec
ommendations, and it will also clarify 
other issues as requested by the par
ties. 

The main thing is the railroad work
ers, under the terms of this legislation, 
will return to work as soon as possible 
under conditions in effect prior to 
April 17, 1991, except where there is a 
mutual agreement between the individ .. 
ual labor union and the railroads. 

As I mentioned a moment ago, a spe
cial three-person Special Board shall 
be appointed by the President. Any 
party seeking modification of the ex
isting PEB, or Presidential Emergency 
Board, recommendation can overcome 
the presumptive validity of the rec
ommendation if the party shows to the 
Board that the outcome of the PEB 
recommendation was based on a mate
rial error or a material mistake or is 
demonstrably inequitable. 

The time line for the Board's consid
erations is as follows: Following the 
appointment of the board during the 
first 5 days, the parties present clari
fication issues to the board. During the 
6th to 15th day, the board considers and 
rules on clarification issues. Between 
the 16th and the 25th day the parties 
present remaining disagreements to 
the board. Between the 26th and the 
55th day, the board considers and rules 
on remaining disagreements, and be
tween the 56th and 64th day, the par
ties would be allocated a cooling-off pe
riod where they may negotiate and 
conclude agreements, and by the 65th 
day, the Presidential Emergency 
Board, with revisions, if any, by the 
board, minus any issues the parties 
have mutually agreed are settled as 
imposed and have the same effect as if 
the parties had arrived at a mutual 

agreement under the Railway Labor 
Act. 

That is a simplified version of what 
is in the legislation. 

Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
the ranking member on the Committee 
on Energy and Commerce, because that 
is really good news, I think, for every
one out there, for business, for labor 
and management together. 

Mr. FIELDS. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. SOLOMON. I am happy to yield 
to the gentleman from Texas. 

Mr. FIELDS. Mr. Speaker, I appre
ciate the gentleman yielding. Here 
comes our chairman. 

We had an extraordinary crisis that 
Congress dealt with in literally 1 day. 
We began at 8 a.m. this morning, and I 
think tribute must be paid to the 
chairman, the gentleman from Wash
ington [Mr. SWIFT], and the chairman, 
the gentleman from Michigan [Mr. DIN
GELL], the gentleman from New York 
[Mr. LENT], and the gentleman from 
Pennsylvania [Mr. RITI'ER], because 
this crisis had the potential of costing 
this Nation S50 million to $1 billion a 
day, and to be able to handle it in such 
a short period, I think, is a tribute to 
the gentlemen I mentioned. I think it 
is a tribute to the Congress. 

I wish we took some of the other 
problems that we confront as seriously 
and dealt with them as expeditiously. 

Mr. SOLOMON. I thank the gen
tleman. 

I also would like to commend the 
gentleman from Washington [Mr. 
SWIFT] for the swift action that they 
took on this bill today, because, as the 
gentleman said, if this had carried on 
for another 3 or 4 days, it could have 
been an economic catastrophe for this 
country at a time when we can ill af
ford to have that happen. So, again, I 
commend the gentleman from Wash
ington [Mr. SWIFT], and certainly the 
ranking member of the full committee, 
the gentleman from New York [Mr. 
LENT]. 

Mr. SWIFT. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. SOLOMON. I am happy to yield 
to the gentleman from Washington. 

Mr. SWIFT. Mr. Speaker, I just want
ed to thank the gentleman for the col
loquy that has been going on. The 
chairman of the full committee is han
dling a couple of details, and he will be 
here immediately to bring up the bill. 

But I think that the opportunity that 
you had to talk with the gentleman 
from New York [Mr. LENT] , who is the 
ranking Republican on the full com
mittee, has been very helpful in layout 
out what the issues are. 

Very shortly we will get to the con
sideration itself of the legislation, and 
at that point we will have a detailed 
explanation. 

I think the important thing here is 
that the House is ready to act and 
hopefully within about an hour we will 

have this resolved. We will have done 
our part with the possible exception of 
a brief conference. 

I am still very hopeful that we will 
be able to have this bill on the Presi
dent's desk before midnight tonight. 

Mr. SOLOMON. I really do appreciate 
the gentleman's response. Again, this 
House, every Member, owes the gen
tleman and the committee, the gen
tleman from Michigan [Mr. DINGELL], 
the chairman of the committee, and all 
of the Members a debt of gratitude for 
getting it to the floor. 

PROVIDING FOR SETTLEMENT OF 
RAILROAD LABOR-MANAGEMENT 
DISPUTES 
Mr. DINGELL. Mr. Speaker, pursu

ant to the order of the House earlier 
today, I call up the joint resolution 
(H.J. Res. 222) to provide for a settle
ment of the railroad labor-manage
ment disputes between certain rail
roads represented by the National Car
riers' Conference Committee of the Na
tional Railway Labor Conference and 
certain of their employees, and ask for 
its immediate consideration. 

The text of House Joint Resolution 
222 is as follows: 

H.J. RES. 222 
Whereas the labor disputes between certain 

railroads represented by the National Car
riers Conference Committee of the National 
Railway Labor Conference and certain of 
their employees represented by certain labor 
organizations threaten essential transpor
tation services of the United States; 

Whereas it is essential to the national in
terest, including the national health and de
fense, that essential transportation services 
be maintained; 

Whereas the President, pursuant to the 
provisions of section 10 of the Railway Labor 
Act (45 U.S.C. 160), by Executive Order No. 
12714 of May 3, 1990, created Presidential 
Emergency Board No. 219 to investigate the 
disputes and report findings; 

Whereas the recommendations of Presi
dential Emergency Board No. 219 issued on 
January 15, 1991, have formed the basis for 
tentative agreements between some, but not 
all , of the parties to the disputes; 

Whereas the recommendations of Presi
dential Emergency Board No. 219 issued on 
January 1991, have not resulted in a settle
ment of all the disputes; 

Whereas all the procedures provided under 
the Railway Labor Act, and further proce
dures agreed to by the parties, have been ex
hausted and have not resulted in settlement 
of all the disputes; 

Whereas it is desirable to resolve such dis
putes in a manner which encourages solu
tions reached through collective bargaining; 

Whereas Congress, under the Commerce 
Clause of the Constitution, has the authority 
and responsibility to ensure the uninter
rupted operation of essential transportation 
services; 

Whereas the Congress finds that emer
gency measures are essential to national se
curity and continuity of transportation serv
ices by such railroads; and 

Whereas Congress has in the past enacted 
legislation for such purposes: Now, therefore, 
be it 
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Resolved by the Senate and House of Rep

resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, 
SECTION 1. CONDmONS DURING RESOLUTION 

OF DISPUTES. 
The following conditions shall apply to the 

disputes referred to in Executive Order No. 
12714 of May 3, 1990, between certain rail
roads represented by the National Carriers' 
Conference Committee on the National Rail
way Labor Conference and the employees of 
such railroads represented by the labor orga
nizations which are party to such disputes: 

(1) The parties to such disputes shall take 
all necessary steps to restore or preserve the 
conditions out of which such disputes arose 
as such conditions existed before 12:01 a.m. 
on April 17, 1991, except as otherwise pro
vided in this joint resolution. 

(2) The final paragraph of section 10 of the 
Railway Labor Act (45 U.S.C. 160) shall apply 
and be extended for an additional period with 
respect to the disputes referred to in 
Exective Order No. 12714 of May 3, 1990, so 
that no change shall be made before the expi
ration of the period described in section 3(e) 
of this joint resolution by such parties, in 
the conditions out of which such dispute 
arose as such conditions existed before 12:01 
a.m. on April 17. 1991. 

(3) Except as provided in section 3 of this 
joint resolution, the report and recommenda
tions of Presidential Emergency Board No. 
219 shall be binding on the parties upon the 
expiration of the period described in section 
3(e) of this joint resolution, and shall have 
the same effect as though arrived at by 
agreement of the parties under the Railway 
Labor Act (45 U.S.C. 151 et seq.). 
SEC. 2. APPOINTMENT OF SPECIAL BOARD. 

The President shall promptly appoint a. 3-
member special board. One member of the 
special board shall be an individual who was 
a. member of Presidential Emergency Board 
No. 219. The remaining 2 members shall be 
appointed by the President from a. list of ar
bitrators compiled by the National Medi
ation Board. No member appointed to such 
special board shall be pecuniarily or other
wise interested in any organization of em
ployees or any railroad. The compensation of 
the members of the special board shall be 
fixed by the National Mediation Board. The 
second paragraph of section 10 of the Rail
way Labor Act shall apply to the expenses of 
the special board appointed under this sub
section as if such special board were a board 
created under such section 10. 
SEC. 3. RESOLUTION OF ISSUES IN DISAGREE· 

MENT. 
(a) REQUESTS FOR CLARIFICATION OR INTER

PRETATION OF AMBIGUITIES.-Within 5 days 
after the special board is appointed under 
section 2, any party to the disputes referred 
to in Executive Order No. 12714 of May 3, 
1990, may request the special board to clarify 
or interpret any ambiguities in the rec
ommendations of Presidential Emergency 
Board No. 219. 

(b) CLARIFICATION AND INTERPRETATION RE
PORT.-Within 15 days after the special board 
is appointed under section 2, the special 
board shall issue a. report addressing re
quests made under subsection (a). 

(C) REQUESTS FOR MODIFICATION.-Within 10 
days after the special board issues its report 
under subsection (b), any party to the dis
putes referred to in Executive order No. 12714 
of May 3, 1990, may request the special board 
to modify any specific recommendation of 
Presidential Emergency Board No. 219 with 
respect to any issue on which the parties re
main in disagreement. Issues on which Presi
dential Emergency Board No. 219 made no 

specific recommendation shall not be subject 
to consideration by the special board. 

(d) PROCEDURE AND DETERMINATION.-The 
special board shall conduct such proceedings 
as it considers necessary to review requests 
made under subsection (c). In making a de
termination under this subsection, the spe
cial board shall accord a. presumption of va
lidity to the recommendations of Presi
dential Emergency Board No. 219. The party 
requesting a. modification of a. particular 
Presidential Emergency Board recommenda
tion shall bear the burden of persuasion with 
respect to the modification of such request. 
In order to overcome such presumption of 
validity, the party requesting a modification 
must show that the Presidential Emergency 
Board recommendation is demonstrably in
equitable or was based on a. material error or 
material misunderstanding. No later than 30 
days after the 10-day period described in sub
section (c), the special board shall complete 
its review and issue a. final determination on 
all requests made under subsection (c), modi
fying in whole or in part the recommenda
tion of Presidential Emergency Board No. 219 
as to which the request was made, or denying 
such request. 

(e) EFFECT OF DETERMINATION.-Upon the 
expiration of 10 days after the issuance of 
the determination of the special board under 
subsection (d), such determination shall be 
binding on the parties and shall have the 
same effect as though arrived at by agree
ment of the parties under the Railway Labor 
Act (45 U.S.C. 151 et seq.). 

(f) CLARIFICATION OF DETERMINATION.-In 
the event of disagreement as to the meaning 
of any part or all of the determination by 
the special board under subsection (d), or as 
to the terms of the detailed agreements or 
arrangements necessary to give effect there
to, any party may, by December 31, 1991, 
apply to the special board for clarification of 
its determination, whereupon the special 
board shall reconvene and shall promptly 
issue a further determination with respect to 
the matters raised by any application for 
clarification. Such further determination 
may. in the discretion of the special board, 
be made with or without a. further hearing. 

(g) PRECLUSION OF JUDICIAL REVIEW.
There shall be no judicial review of any re
port or determination of the special board 
under this section. 
SEC. 4. MUTUAL AGREEMENTS PRESERVED. 

Nothing in this joint resolution shall pre
vent a. mutual written agreement to any 
terms and conditions different from those es
tablished by this joint resolution. 

AMENDMENT IN THE NATURE OF A SUBSTITUTE 
OFFERED BY MR. DINGELL 

Mr. DINGELL. Mr. Speaker, I offer 
an amendment in the nature of a sub
stitute. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
Amendment in the nature of a substitute 

offered by Mr. DINGELL: Strike all after the 
resolving clause and insert in lieu thereof 
the following: 
SECTION 1. CONDmONS DURING RESOLUTION 

OF DISPUTES. 
The following conditions shall apply to the 

disputes referred to in Executive Order No. 
12714 of May 3, 1990, between certain rail
roads represented by the National Carriers' 
Conference Committee of the National Rail
way Labor Conference and the employees of 
such railroads represented by the labor orga
nizations which are party to such disputes: 

(1) The parties to such disputes shall take 
all necessary steps to restore or preserve the 
conditions out of which such disputes arose 

as such conditions existed before 12:01 a.m. 
on April 17, 1991, except as otherwise pro
vided in this joint resolution. 

(2) The final paragraph of section 10 of the 
Railway Labor Act (45 U.S.C. 160) shall apply 
and be extended for an a.ddi tiona! period with 
respect to the disputes referred to in Execu
tive Order No. 12714 of May 3, 1990, so that no 
change shall be made before the expiration 
of the period described in section 3(e) of this 
joint resolution by such parties, in the con
ditions out of which such dispute arose as 
such conditions existed before 12:01 a.m. on 
April 17. 1991. 

(3) Except as provided in sections 3 and 4 of 
this joint resolution, the report and rec
ommendations of Presidential Emergency 
Board No. 219 shall be binding on the parties 
upon the expiration of the period described 
in section 3(e) of this joint resolution, and 
shall have the same effect as though arrived 
at by agreement of the parties under the 
Railway Labor Act (45 U.S.C. 151 et seq.). 

SEC. 2. APPOINTMENT OF SPECIAL BOARD. 
The President shall promptly appoint a 3-

member Special Board. One member of the 
special Board shall be an individual who was 
a. member of Presidential Emergency Board 
No. 219. The remaining 2 members shall be 
appointed by the President from a. list of ar
bitrators compiled by the National Medi
ation Board. No member appointed to such 
Special Board shall be pecuniarily or other
wise interested in any organization of em
ployees or any railroad. The compensation of 
the members of the Special Board shall be 
fixed by the National Mediation Board. The 
second paragraph of section 10 of the Rail
way Labor Act shall apply to the expenses of 
the Special Board appointed under this sub
section as if such Special Board were a. board 
created under such section 10. 
SEC. 3. RESOLUTION OF ISSUES IN DISAGREE· 

MENT. 
(a) REQUESTS FOR CLARIFICATION OR INTER

PRETATION OF AMBIGUITIES.-Within 5 days 
after the Special Board is appointed under 
section 2, any party to the disputes referred 
to in Executive Order No. 12714 of May 3, 
1990, may request the Special Board to clar
ify or interpret any ambiguities in the rec
ommendations of Presidential Emergency 
Board No. 219. 

(b) CLARIFICATION AND INTERPRETATION RE
PORT.-Within 15 days after the Special 
Board is appointed under section 2, the Spe
cial Board shall issue a. report addressing re
-quests made under subsection (a). 

(c) REQUESTS FOR MODIFICATION.-Within 10 
days after the Special Board issues its report 
under subsection (b), any party to the dis
putes referred to in Executive Order No. 
12714 of May 3, 1990, may request the Special 
Board to modify any specific recommenda
tion of Presidential Emergency Board No. 219 
with respect to any issue on which the par
ties remain in disagreement. Issues on which 
Presidential Emergency Board No. 219 made 
no specific recommendation shall not be sub
ject to consideration by the Special Board. 

(d) PROCEDURE AND DETERMINATION.-The 
Special Board shall conduct such proceed
ings as it considers necessary to review re
quests made under subsection (c). In making 
a. determination under this subsection, the 
Special Board shall accord a. presumption of 
validity to the recommendations of Presi
dential Emergency Board No. 219. The party 
requesting a. modification of a. particular 
Presidential Emergency Board recommenda
tion shall bear the burden of persuasion with 
respect to the modification of such rec
ommendation. In order to overcome such 
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presumption of validity, the party request
ing a modification must show that the Presi
dential Emergency Board recommendation is 
demonstrably inequitable or was based on a 
material error or material misunderstand
ing. No later than 30 days after the 10-day pe
riod described in subsection (c), the Special 
Board shall complete its review and issue a 
final determination on all requests made 
under subsection (c), modifying in whole or 
in part the recommendation of Presidential 
Emergency Board No. 219 as to which there
quest was made, or denying such request. 

(e) EFFECT OF DETERMINATION.-Upon the 
expiration of 10 days after the issuance of 
the determination of the Special Board 
under subsection (d), such determination 
shall be binding on the parties and shall have 
the same effect as though arrived at by 
agreement of the parties under the Railway 
Labor Act (45 U.S.C. 151 et seq.). 

(f) CLARIFICATION OF DETERMINATION.-In 
the event of disagreement as to the meaning 
of any part or all of the determination by 
the Special Board under subsection (d), or as 
to the terms of the detailed agreements or 
arrangements necessary to give effect there
to, any party may, by December 31, 1991, 
apply to the Special Board for clarification 
of its determination, whereupon the Special 
Board shall reconvene and shall promptly 
issue a further determination with respect to 
the matters raised by any application for 
clarification. Such further determination 
may, in the discretion of the Special Board, 
be made with or without a further hearing. 

(g) PRECLUSION OF JUDICIAL REVIEW.
There shall be no judicial review of any re
port or determination of the Special Board 
under this section. 
SEC. 4. MUTUAL AGREEMENTS PRESERVED. 

Nothing in this joint resolution shall pre
vent a mutual written agreement to any 
terms and conditions different from those es
tablished by this joint resolution. 

Mr. DINGELL (during the reading). 
Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent 
that the ·amendment be considered as 
read and printed in the RECORD. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.- WIL
LIAMS). Is there objection to the re
quest of the gentleman from Michigan? 

There was no objection. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu

ant to the order of the House earlier 
today, the gentleman from Michigan 
[Mr. DING ELL] will be recognized for 30 
minutes, and the gentleman from New 
York [Mr. LENT] will be recognized for 
30 minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from Michigan [Mr. DINGELL]. 

Mr. DINGELL. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
myself 2 minutes. 

Mr. Speaker, my remarks will not ex
plain the legislation except to indicate 
that this amendment is essentially a 
technical amendment which cleans up 
certain defects which crept into the 
legislation as the drafting process went 
on. It has been cleared with and dis
cussed with my colleagues on the mi
nority who are well familiar with it. 
There is nothing in the bill here which 
is changed except defects in the drafts
manship and in misspellings and things 
of that sort. 

Mr. LENT. Mr. Speaker, will the gen
tleman yield? 

Mr. DINGELL. I am happy to yield to 
the gentleman from New York. 

Mr. LENT. Mr. Speaker, I would just 
like to confirm the statement that the 
gentleman has made that the amend
ments are purely technical in nature, 
and the minority has no objection to 
them. 

Mr. DINGELL. Mr. Speaker, my pur
pose here is to pay tribute, first, to the 
distinguished gentleman from Wash
ington [Mr. SWIFT], who has processed 
this legislation within the committee, 
and his very able staff; also, the very 
able staff of the full committee, my 
two dear friends on the side of the mi
nority, the gentleman from New York 
[Mr. LENT], the distinguished ranking 
member, and the gentleman from 
Pennsylvania [Mr. RITTER], ranking 
member of the subcommittee. 

The staffs of the minority, I think, 
deserve special tribute as does the dis
tinguished Secretary of Transpor
tation, who has worked with us most 
closely, and his staff. I would like to 
pay tribute also to my colleagues in 
the Senate who have worked upon this 
legislation. 

Mr. Speaker, while not all are happy 
with the legislation, the bill was re
ported unanimously from the full com
mittee, unanimously from the sub
committee, and it is my belief that, 
consistent with the way that similar 
resolutions have worked in the time 
since 1962 when this committee has 
brought some 16 of them to the floor, it 
will work to resolve the issues and see 
to it that rail service commences. 
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It is my belief that this will effec

tively be a process which over a very 
brief period of time will rationalize the 
differences, will leave with Members a 
work arrangement between manage
ment and labor on the railroads which 
will resolve the question which vex all 
parties at this time, and will terminate 
the strike. 

I commend all of my colleagues on 
the committee, their staffs, and all 
who worked with Members, under some 
very remarkable time pressure. We 
have brought this bill to the floor from 
the committees at a speed which I have 
never, never often seen. 

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of 
my time. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. WIL
LIAMS). The Chair is advised that the 
gentleman from Pennsylvania [Mr. 
RITTER] will control 30 minute on the 
minority side. The Chair recognizes the 
gentleman from Pennsylvania. 

Mr. RITTER. Mr. Speaker, as I un
derstand it, the gentleman from Wash
ington [Mr. SWIFT] wishes to explain 
the overall bill at this time. 

Mr. DINGELL. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
such time as he may consume to the 
gentleman from Washington [Mr. 
SWIFT]. 

Mr. SWIFT. Mr. Speaker, I will make 
two points. Let me make a preamble. I 
think that often Congress is accused of 
being unnecessarily and too frequently 
partisan. We are sometimes guilty of 
that. Sometimes I think we are mis
understood. We are carrying out legiti
mate differences of opinion that exist 
between the parties. 

This is an issue that is complex and 
dire. It is one on which the temptation 
for trying to make partisan advantage 
is great, and it is one in which no one, 
either side, the administration or Con
gress, House or Senate, try to do that. 
Resolving this issue quickly is terribly 
important to the health of our econ
omy, and I think that all of my col
leagues can be proud in the expeditious 
way in which we addressed the issue, 
the flexibility in which we addressed 
the issue so that the compromises 
which can take days and sometimes 
months in this institution, in effect, 
can be honestly worked out in a period 
of hours. 

With that, let me describe the provi
sions of the agreement that has been 
worked out between Members of the 
Senate, Members of the House, and 
with the concurrence of the adminis
tration. First of all, the railroad work
ers will return to work as soon as this 
bill is enacted and signed into law, 
under conditions that prevailed imme
diately prior to the strike. 

Second, a three-person special Board 
will be appointed . . That Board will, 
first of all, settle ambiguities in the 
Presidential Emergency Board; second, 
consider issues on which there is dis
agreement between the parties where 
the PEB issued specific recommenda
tions; third, clarify other issues as re
quested by the parties. The Board will 
not consider issues on which the PEB 
makes no specific recommendations 
and which parties did not raise an 
issue. 

There is presumptive validity given 
to the PEB report, and the burden of 
persuasion rests upon the party seek
ing modification of a particular PEB 
recommendation. 

The party seeking modification of a 
PEB recommendation can overcome 
the presumptive validity of the rec
ommendation if the party shows to the 
Board that the outcome of the PEB 
recommendation was based on a mate
rial error or material misunderstand
ing, or is demonstrably inequitable. 

The time line for the Board's consid
eration is as follows: Following ap
pointment of the Board, there are 5 
days for the parties to present clarify
ing issues to the Board, followed by 10 
days during which the Board continues 
and rules on the clarification issues. 
Following that, 10 more days are de
voted to the parties presenting the re
maining disagreements to the Board. 
Then the Board has 30 days to consider 
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and rule on the remaining disagree
ments. Finally, there is a 10-day cool
ing off period for the parties, where 
they may negotiate and conclude 
agreements. That takes a total of 65 
days. 

With the revisions by the Board, if 
any, minus any issues the parties have 
mutually agreed to, the PEB is im
posed and shall have the same effect as 
if the parties arrived at a mutual 
agreement under the Railway Labor 
Act. 

That is the agreement that was de
veloped. It is a fair one. I heartily rec
ommend to my colleagues to support 
it. 

Mr. RITTER. Mr. Speaker, I yield 3 
minutes to the gentleman from New 
York [Mr. LENT], the ranking member 
of the Committee on Energy and Com
merce. 

Mr. LENT. Mr. Speaker, the passage 
of this bill means the strike is over. 
The strike that began at 12:01 this 
morning concerns more than manage
ment or labor; it means the disruption 
of rail service for thousands of com
muters who must find alternative ways 
of getting to work; it means the tre
mendous waste of fruits, vegetables, 
and poultry that will spoil before get
ting to market; it means the loss of po
tentially billions of dollars to the 
American economy. 

I support this legislation and urge 
my colleagues to join me in voting to 
get America on the move again. I want 
to commend the chairman of the En
ergy and Commerce Committee, JoHN 
DINGELL, as well as subcommittee 
chairman AL SWIFT, for their efforts in 
moving this process along expedi
tiously and fairly. I also want to note 
the able assistance of my good friend 
and colleague, DoN RITTER, who is the 
ranking Republican on this sub
committee. We have been able to work 
together in a bipartisan manner to en
sure that American lives will not be 
further disrupted. ,_ 

The legislation before us isn't per
fect; no compromise ever is. But it does 
accomplish several goals. First, it 
stops the strike and gets America mov
ing again. However, it does so without 
unduly interfering with the collective 
bargaining process, and without tilting 
the scales toward either labor or man
agement. In addition, this bill does not 
set the dangerous precedent of making 
Congress the final arbiter in all future 
contract disputes. 

Mr. Speaker, the members of the En
ergy and Commerce Committee have 
worked tirelessly with our other col
leagues and our friends in the Senate. 
Our actions have been swift, decisive, 
and fair. The result is a comfromise 
that deserves our support. 

My understanding is that the bill we 
are considering tonight could be on the 
President's desk by midnight tonight. 

Mr. DINGELL. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2 
minutes to the distinguished gen
tleman from Illinois [Mr. BRUCE]. 

Mr. BRUCE. Mr. Speaker, first of all 
my congratulations to the gentleman 
from New York [Mr. LENT], the gen
tleman from Michigan [Mr. DINGELL], 
the gentleman from Pennsylvania [Mr. 
RITTER], and the gentleman from 
Washington [Mr. SWIFT], for some ex
cellent work. 

A number of Members have said that 
enactment of legislation that devel
oped from the Presidential Emergency 
Board recommendation builds on a 
number of precedents which have been 
set in the past. One of the precedents 
often cited is the most recent prece
dent, involving the Chicago and North
western Railroad. As a sponsor of legis
lation implementing the Emergency 
Board recommendations in that case, I 
would like to point out a difference be
tween the Chicago and Northwestern 
and this case, which I believe has a 
great deal of merit. 

For this purpose, I would like to en
gage in a colloquy with the chairman 
of the Subcommittee on Transpor
tation and Hazardous Materials, the 
gentleman from Washington [Mr. 
SWIFT]. 

Mr. SWIFT, the Emergency Board rec
ommends in this case that crew issues 
be decided through local arbitration. 
My understanding is that the PEB does 
not recommend any specific cash set
tlement for those workers who no 
longer have jobs after any arbitration 
is completed. Is that understanding 
correct? 

Mr. SWIFT. Mr. Speaker, if the gen
tleman will yield, that understanding 
is correct. 

Mr. BRUCE. Mr. Speaker, when I 
agreed to sponsor legislation imple
menting the Presidential Emergency 
Board recommendations in the Chicago 
and Northwestern case, I did so in 
great part because those recommenda
tions contained $50,000 cash settle
ments for those union members who 
voluntarily decided to resign their po
sitions. 
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It was my belief that a cash settle

ment of that size would induce a sig
nificant number of union members to 
voluntarily move to new careers. While 
the cash settlement was significant, it 
was also a very worthwhile_ investment 
by rail management. It allowed the 
CNW to streamline its operations and 
improve its competitive capabilities. 
At the same time, it did not take the 
costs of the competitive improvements 
out of the pockets of railway workers. 
My belief that this would induce sig
nificant voluntary departures was cor
rect and many employees sought re
tirement, to the benefit of workers and 
management. 

Does the gentleman agree that in 
passing this legislation it is the sense 

of Congress that any local arbitration 
on crew consist issues build on the suc
cess of the $50,000 voluntary payments 
made and make those job losses vol
untary? 

Mr. SWIFT. Mr. Speaker, I agree that 
the gentleman's understanding is cer
tainly the sense of Congress. 

Mr. RITTER. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
myself such time as I may consume. 

Mr. Speaker, we meet this evening to 
vote on legislation designed to end the 
railroad strike and reaffirm the integ
rity of the Railway Labor Act and par
ticularly the integrity of the Presi
dential Emergency Board process. The 
rail strike affects everyone, not only 
those who are employed or who manage 
or who ride the railroads; if this strike 
were allowed to continue, jobs in the 
railroad industry and manufacturing 
across the board and in agriculture 
would be imperiled. 

We have heard that as many as a half 
million jobs above and beyond the 
250,000 jobs in the railroad industry 
would be at stake. As much as a billion 
dollars a day could be lost. 

As Secretary Skinner told the Trans
portation and Hazardous Materials 
Subcommittee this morning at 8 a.m., 
a fragile economy cannot long endure 
the effects of a national railway shut
down. 

My own district, the Lehigh Valley of 
Pennsylvania is the home of a major 
Conrail marshalling yard, an inter
modal facility, Union Pacific's cor
porate headquarters, Bethlehem Steel, 
and many smaller and mid-size manu
facturers who depend on railroads. 
Thousands of jobs depend on the ability 
to get materials of production and fin
ished goods into the marketplace. The 
same is true across America. 

In an age of just-in-time inventory 
when railroad cars back up to fac
tories, unload, and the material goes 
on to the production line, we can ill-af
ford a national strike. 

Mr. Speaker, the Presidential Emer
gency Board recommendations are at 
the nucleus of the bill that we will vote 
on shortly. 

The gentleman from New York [Mr. 
LENT] talked about presumptive valid
ity given the PEB report and rec
ommendations. That is important, be
cause this Presidential Emergency 
Board worked for 10 months. Their re
port extended to 21,000 pages. 

The burden of persuasion rests upon 
the party that seeks to modify this 
long and durable process and seeks to 
modify any particular Board rec
ommendations. The party seeking 
modification of a PEB recommendation 
can overcome the presumptive validity 
of the recommendation if that party 
shows to the board that the outcome of 
the Emergency Board recommendation 
was based on a material error or a ma
terial misunderstanding or is demon
strably inequitable. 
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Again, this preserves the integrity of 

the Presidential Emergency Board 
process. The bill also establishes a fair 
and equitable mechanism for the reso
lution of disputes that are at this time 
still unsettled. The bill favors neither 
management nor labor, but is fair to 
both. 

Mr. Speaker, my colleagues and our 
staffs have worked diligently through
out recent days and nights to bring 
this legislation to the floor this 
evening and save the United States 
from an economic catastrophe when 
our economy is in soft shape. 

The House leadership and the admin
istration have worked with us in our 
efforts to bring legislation to the floor 
tonight. 

I want to commend the hard work 
and leadership of Chairman DINGELL 
and our ranking minority member, the 
gentleman from New York [Mr. LENT]. 

For Chairman SWIFT and myself, this 
was a kind of maiden voyage. I must 
say, the two of us had able captains in 
Chairman DINGELL and ranking minor
ity member LENT. 

Mr. Speaker, I urge my colleagues to 
support this legislation. 

Mr. DINGELL. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
such time as he may consume to the 
gentleman from lllinois [Mr. HAYEs]. 

Mr. HAYES of Illinois. Mr. Speaker, I 
rise in support of this resolution, 
House Joint Resolution 222. 

Mr. Speaker, I rise to express my support of 
House Joint Resolution 222 dealing with the 
current situation with our Nation's freight rail
road carriers and railroad workers. On April 
16, 1991 at 12:01 a.m., negotiations between 
11 major railroad unions and freight carriers 
ceased. We are now confronted with a major 
railroad strike or shutout while this Nation is 
struggling to break the bonds of an economic 
recession. The economic realities will be dev
astating. Equally as important is the fact that, 
railroad laborers have not received a pay in
crease in 3 years and are confronted with un
reasonable recommendations that were issued 
by Presidential Emergency Board No. 219. I 
strongly believe that a reasonable agreement 
could have been reached if the carriers had 
exhibited more concern for its workers, where 
wages, work rules, and health benefits were 
concerned. 

The parties involved in this agreement 
began negotiations 3 years ago. 

Mr. Speaker, the negotiations process prop
erly followed the procedures governing rail
road labor disputes. The parties began nego
tiating a settlement 3 years ago. However the 
negotiations broke down. Subsequently, the 
National Mediation Board intervened and ulti
mately recommended the appointment of a 
Presidential Emergency Board to study the is
sues. President Bush's Presidential Emer
gency Board No. 219 issued its report and I 
believe that PEB No. 219 went too far in 
agreeing with the carrier's bargaining posi
tions. 

As of today, the labor laws that govern rail
road disputes have been exhausted and the 
Congress has authority to step in and stop a 
transportation strike. The participation of the 

Congress, I feel, should focus on two key is
sues: The interruption of interstate commerce, 
and privilege of railroad laborers to bargain 
collectively for wages, health care benefits, 
and work rules. 

Mr. Speaker, I am very concerned about 
interruptions in interstate commerce. A pro
tracted railroad labor strike will have a dev
astating impact on our economy and national 
security. The railroads are essential in moving 
our Nation's auto parts, paper products, steel, 
lumber, coal, glass products, chemicals, and 
plastics. Even more important, our troops are 
still in the Persian Gulf and may need vital 
equipment and other essentials that are trans
ported by the freight railroad carriers. 

However, the concern for interruptions in 
interstate commerce must not overshadow the 
concerns for the laborers who dedicate their 
lives to their respective carriers. The unions, 
using the collective bargaining process, have 
taken a strong stand on their wages, health 
and welfare benefits, and work rules. The 
freight carriers contend that they are unable to 
provide pay increases and health benefits. 
This is far from the truth. Freight carriers are 
financially sound due to increasing profits and 
favorable tax laws. I strongly feel that the Con
gress should respect these vital wishes of the 
235,000 railroad workers. 

I urge the Congress to move quickly to pass 
House Joint Resolution 222 to extend negotia
tions and set up a board to further study the 
issues in dispute. For the Congress to accept 
the recommendation of Presidential Emer
gency Board No. 219, I believe, would be tan
tamount to voting away railroad jobs, wages, 
and health care benefits without the consent 
of railroad workers. 

Mr. DINGELL. Mr. Speaker, I yield 1 
minute to the gentleman from New 
Mexico [Mr. RICHARDSON]. 

Mr. RICHARDSON. Mr. Speaker, 
when we started out in these negotia
tions, there were two issues: How many 
people does it take to safely operate a 
train, and how many miles must a crew 
travel to earn a day's pay? 

Mr. Speaker, this is a good agree
ment. What it does, first of all it says 
that this issue . should not be returned 
to the Congress anymore. 

Second, it says that we do not reopen 
the Presidential Board anymore. 

Third, it is a bipartisan solution, and 
lastly, it is a responsible proposal. 

What this legislation does, is stops 
the strike. It does not interfere with 
the collective bargaining process and it 
makes the Congress no longer the ulti
mate arbiter. 

This is a good resolution. It brings 
pain to both sides and it is something 
that is needed to rescue economic stag
nation in this country. 
SETTLEMENT OF RAILROAD DISPUTE, APRIL 17, 

1991 
(PRESIDENTIAL EMERGENCY BOARD NO. 219) 

(1) Railroad workers return to work under 
conditions in effect prior to April17, 1991, ex
cept where there is a mutual agreement be
tween the individual labor union and the 
railroads. 

(2) A three person Special Board shall be 
appointed. 

(3)(a) The Special Board will: 

(1) Settle ambiguities in the Presidential 
Emergency Board (PEB). 

(2) Consider issues on which there is dis
agreement between the parties where the 
PEB issued specific recommendations. 

(3) Clarify other issues as requested by the 
parties. 

(b) The Board will not consider issues on 
which the PEB made no specific rec
ommendations (i.e. line sales, etc.). 

(4) There is presumptive validity given to 
the PEB report and recommendations. The 
burden of persuasion rests upon the party 
seeking modification of a particular PEB 
recommendation. 

(5) The party seeking modification of a 
PEB recommendation can overcome the pre
sumptive validity of the recommendation if 
the party shows to the Board that the out
come of the PEB recommendation was based 
on a material error, or material mistake, or 
is demonstrably inequitable. 

(6) The time line for the Board's consider
ations is as follows: Following appointment 
of the Board-

Days 1-~Parties present clarification is
sues to the Board. 

Days 6-1~Board considers and rules on 
clarification issues. 

Days 16-2~Parties present remaining dis
agreements to the Board. 

Days 26-5~Board considers and rules on 
remaining disagreements. 

Days 56--64-Parties have a "cooling off' 
period where they may negotiate and con
clude agreements. 

Day 6&--PEB, with revision by the Board 
(if any), minus any issues the parties have 
mutually agreed as settled, is imposed and 
shall have the same effect as if the parties 
had arrived at a mutual agreement under the 
Railway Labor Act. 

Mr. RITTER. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2 
minutes to the distinguished gen
tleman from Texas [Mr. FIELDS]. 

Mr. FIELDS. Mr. Speaker, we have 
been working all day on this agreement 
in a bipartisan manner. I think this 
agreement really reflects the best proc
ess of this House. I think it is impor
tant to commend our chairman, the 
gentleman from Michigan [Mr. DIN
GELL], the gentleman from Washington 
[Mr. SWIFT], the gentleman from Penn
sylvania [Mr. RITTER], and the gen
tleman from New York [Mr. LENT], who 
just did a tremendous job. 

This issue was very important to me. 
I must have one of the largest rail 
labor populations in America, some 
people who deserve a good compensa
tion and health care package, people 
who are some of the most hard-working 
and productive people in my congres
sional district, people who want to 
work and people who want to provide 
service to the people in the Houston 
area and all of Texas. 

I was very concerned that if this 
strike were prolonged, there would be a 
great deal of diversion of cargo from 
our rail system and that would have a 
long-term negative effect on the rail
road; so it is great to report that to
night there will be an agreement, not 
only in the House but also in the Sen
ate, and an agreement that the Presi
dent can sign. 
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In addition to being worried about 

the rail employees in my district, I was 
worried about other workers. In Hous
ton, we are one of the largest ·port 
cities in America, in fact the largest in 
terms of import tonnage; 28 percent of 
the cargo that moves out of the Port of 
Houston moves by rail. 

It was reported that as much as a 
million dollars per day could be lost by 
some of our petrol-chemica1 compa
nies, and it was reported that if this 
strike were prolonged, if it did take 
several days or actually go into weeks, 
that some of those refineries would 
shut down and jobs would be lost. 

So again, I think it is wonderful that 
we can report to the country and par
ticularly to my home district that we 
have reached an agreement, that we 
will go forward and work out the dif
ferences that remain. 

Mr. DINGELL. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2 
minutes to the gentleman from Kansas 
[Mr. SLATTERY]. 

Mr. SLATTERY. Mr. Speaker, I 
would first like to express my deep 
gratitude to the chairman of the com
mittee, to Chairman SWIFT and our 
friends on the other side of the aisle for 
their hard work in developing this 
piece of legislation which is before us 
for consideration this evening. 

Now, Mr. Speaker, I would like to 
enter into a colloquy with the chair
man of the full committee, the gen
tleman from Michigan [Mr. DINGELL]. 

Mr. Speaker, I will ask the chairman, 
the Presidential Emergency Board, on 
page 78 of the report, states that it is 
clear that the retroactive payment 
which will be recommended as well as 
the general wage increases imposed, 
may be larger than one or two carriers 
can afford. Further, the Board cites in 
this connection uncertain and possible 
loss of jobs that the inability of a rail
road to meet its financial obligations 
would entail. In other words, the Board 
appears concerned that it is possible 
that the inability of one or two car
riers to afford the recommended wage 
and payment levels could go so far as 
to contribute to the carriers failure. It 
is my firm understanding that the only 
carrier which has sought and which 
would be covered by this language on 
page 78 is the Southern Pacific Rail
road Co. 

The Board recommends that the par
ties negotiate "to adapt the Board's 
recommendations to the particular cir
cumstances present in each railroad." 
That recommendation makes perfect 
sense in the context of the PEB, which 
is, first and foremost, meant to provide 
a structure for negotiation, for vol
untary settlement by the parties. 

The problem arises when we convert 
the PEB into a legislative imposition. 
In the absence of a voluntary agree
ment on individual adaptation, we 
could be imposing upon the carrier 
"impracticable," even fatal, wage and 
benefit levels. 

It is my understanding, Mr. Chair
man, that the legislation we are con
sidering today does not impose on the 
Southern Pacific Railroad Co. the wage 
levels set forth in the PEB, but instead 
establishes a binding process under 
which the Special Board would have 
full authority to adapt the wage and 
benefit levels to that which the South
ern Pacific's operations can sustain, if 
the parties do not reach voluntary 
agreement on the matter. 

It is my further understanding that 
the Special Board would have author
ity to decide that the matter of adapta
tion to the carrier's financial cir
cumstances should be referred to bind
ing arbitration, should the Board be
lieve that is the most appropriate 
method to accomplish the task. 

I ask the Chairman, Mr. DINGELL, if 
my understanding is correct. 

0 2200 
Mr. DINGELL: Mr. Speaker, will the 

gentleman yield? 
Mr. SLATTERY. I yield to the chair

man of the committee, the gentleman 
from Michigan [Mr. DINGELL]. 

Mr. DINGELL. I thank the gen
tleman for yielding. 

Mr. Speaker, the understanding of 
my friend from Kansas is correct. The 
Congress is well aware from its experi
ence with Conrail, the Rock Island, and 
the Milwaukee, of the consequences 
when income from operations is not 
adequate to sustain a railroad. This is 
a matter of grave importance to the 
national transportation system. But I 
emphasize to the gentleman from Kan
sas that the Southern Pacific is the 
only railroad qualified under the PEB's 
page 78 language to raise this issue. 

Mr. SLATTERY. I thank the chair
man for his clarification. 

Mr. Speaker, again I commend the 
chairman for his hard work and his 
leadership. 

Mr. SCHAEFER. Mr. Speaker, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. SLATTERY. I yield to the gen
tleman from Colorado. 

Mr. SCHAEFER. I thank the gen
tleman for yielding. 

Mr. Speaker, I would like to thank 
the two gentlemen for entering into 
their colloquy. This side of the aisle 
wholeheartedly supports the outcome 
of this situation. 

Mr. SLATTERY. I thank the gen
tleman. 

Mr. RITTER. Mr. Speaker, I yield 1 
minute to the distinguished gentleman 
from Pennsylvania [Mr. GEKAS]. 

Mr. GEKAS. Mr. Speaker, Members 
of the House, the railroad strike has 
been ended because the Congress of the 
United States was able to muster its 
collective will and work on a biparti
san basis to end it to the satisfaction, 
at least temporarily, of the parties in
volved. Would it that this could occur 
on budgetary matters and other kinds 
of crises that we face on a daily basis 

in this body. But for once we can feel 
proud that the rush to action, the call 
to action was answered by the Mem
bers in a bipartisan way and one in 
which they worked with the White 
House itself and with all the parties. 

This should be considered a banner 
day for the Congress of the United 
States and should signal new efforts on 
a whole host of other issues on which 
we could work in the same manner. 

Mr. DINGELL. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2 
minutes to the gentleman from Ohio, 
[Mr. ECKART]. 

Mr. ECKART. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
the gentleman for yielding. 

Seven years ago rail labor/rail man
agement first started debating the 
questions of health and welfare issues. 

Forty months ago they first filed 
their notices to negoti.ate these mat
ters. Then on January 17 PEB issued 
their report. On the 17th the time ran 
out, and people agreed not to strike. It 
has been a long time to get to this 
point, and people wonder why did it 
take so long? Well, it was 15 hours ago 
that the strike began. It was 14 hours 
ago that the committee began its 
work. Now, just shortly after 10 p.m., 
the strike will end. The strike will end 
and send a very powerful message to 
railroad workers across this country 
that you are going to get what you 
thought you could not get, and that is, 
a second chance. The strike will end, 
and rail management will get what 
they did not think that they could get, 
and that is, an end to a strike that was 
going to cost them $50 million a day, 
and some certitude . to the negotiating 
process. 

This is the largest, most complicated 
negotiation that has gone on in 29 
years; 10 unions, 200 railroads, 200,000 
railroad workers. 

Mr. Speaker, with this bill, railroad
ers will go back to work, the country 
will get back about the business of 
moving the business and commerce, 
and we will send a very powerful mes
sage that the playing field is level, that 
the negotiations will be fair and we 
will balance the needs and the opportu
nities for all those who seek to partici
pate in the collective-bargaining proc
ess. 

Mr. RITTER. Mr. Speaker, I have no 
further requests for time, and I yield 
back the balance of my time. 

Mr. DINGELL. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
myself such time as I may consume, 
only to observe that great credit be
longs to members of the committee, 
certainly the gentleman from Penn
sylvania, who has been most coopera
tive and helpful in this and has done 
very well; the distinguished gentleman 
from New York, the ranking member 
who has done an outstanding job; the 
chairman of the subcommittee, the 
gentleman from Washington [Mr. 
SMITH] and all the other members and 
the staff which worked very hard. 
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Certainly the Secretary of Transpor- the gentleman from Michigan [Mr. DIN
tation has been an outstanding force in GELL]. 
accomplishing this legislation. The amendment in the nature of a 

One last thought I would like my col- substitute was agreed to. 
leagues to keep in mind: Never, never, The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
never during the consideration of this question is on the engrossment and 
legislation was there one moment of third reading of the joint resolution. 
partisan behavior or recriminations. The joint resolution was ordered to 
That does great credit, I think, to the be engrossed and read a third time, and 
members of the committee, members of was read the third time. 
the subcommittee, and to the institu- The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
tion. question is on the passage of the joint 

Mr. GILMAN. Mr. Speaker, I rise in support resolution. 
of House Joint Resolution 222, legislation to The question was taken, and the 
resolve the current railway strike. And I would Speaker pro tempore announced that 
like to take this opportunity to commend the the ayes appeared to have it. 
gentleman from Michigan [Mr. DINGELL], the Mr. RITTER. Mr. Speaker, I object to 
gentleman from New York [Mr. LENT), the gen- - the vote on the ground that a quorum 
tleman from Washington [Mr. SWIFT] and the is not present and make the point of 
gentleman from Pennsylvania [Mr. AlTIER] for order that a quorum is not present. 
their Herculean efforts to bring this improtant The SPEAKER pro tempore. Evi-
legislation to the floor today. dently a quorum is not present. 

Since January 1988, there has existed a The Sergeant at Arms will notify ab-
dispute between our Nation's railway unions sent Members. 
and our class I freight transporters. Unfortu- The vote was taken by electronic de
nately, as of 12:~1. a.m. on Wednesday, April vice, and there were-yeas 400, nays 5, 
17, 1991, all exrstmg channels of resolutron not voting 26 as follows: 
had been exhausted, and the unions and their ' [Roll No 72] 
235,0000 workers decided to strike. YEA~OO 

Unfortunately, at this time our economy is 
currently experiencing a period of recession !~~~~~nbie 
and the railway strike could devastate our Na- Alexander 
tion. The Department of Transportation esti- Allard 
mates that the strike could idle as much as Anderson 

550,000 workers in industries directly affected ~::: ~~:/ 
by rail transporation. The effect of this sudden Andrews <TX> 
shock to the economy is a test we would all Annunzio 
like to avoid. Anthony 

Applegate 
In my own 22d District of New York, among Archer 

other industries, my constituents depend on Armey 

the General Motors plant in Tarrytown, NY, for !~~~~ 
their livelihoods. Unfortunately, General Mo- Bacchus 
tors estimates that within the next 24 hours, Baker 
the company will be forced to curtail approxi- Ballenger 

mately 75 percent to 80 percent of their oper- =::: 
ations. During this time of economic hardship, Barton 
such a curtailment would be an additional bur- Bateman 
den that could devastate these working fami- Beilenson 
lies. Bennett 

Bentley 
The legislation · before us would allow our Bereuter 

Nation's railway workers to return to their jobs Bevill 

and provide the services that our Nation so :!~~::iis 
desperately needs. At the same time, the leg- BUley 
islation creates a Special Emergency Board to Doehlert 

resolve the remaining disputes between our :~:~:r 
railway workers and the railroads. Further- Borski 
more, the legislation establishes a 65-day Boucher 
cooling off period during which the Board, the Boxer 

unions, and the railroads will have an oppor- :~~~~;er 
tunity to resolve this crisis. Broomfield 

We sympathize with the concerns of both Browder 

the unions and the railroads and it is our hope :~: 
that the new Special Board will resolve those Bunning 
issues and our Nation can return to work. Burton 

Mr. Speaker, I urge my colleagues to sup- Bustamante 

port this legislation in order to allow our Nation ~!~:an 
to return to work. camp 

Mr. DING ELL. Mr. Speaker, I yield Campbell (CA) 
back the balance of my time. Campbell (CO) 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. WIL- g: 
LIAMS). Pursuant to the order of the carr 
House of earlier today, the previous Chandler 

qu~~i~~~=t~~~ef:~~ the amendment in g~l:7 
the nature of a substitute offered by Clinger 
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D 2235 

Mr. DEFAZIO and Mr. MOODY 
changed their vote from "yea" to 
"nay." 

Mr. BENNETT changed his vote from 
"nay" to "yea." 

So the joint resolution was passed. 
The result of the vote was announced 

as above recorded. 
A motion to reconsider was laid on 

the table. 

PERSONAL EXPLANATION 

RECESS 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu

ant to the order of the House of today, 
Wednesday, April 17, 1991, the House 
will now stand in recess subject to the 
call of the Chair. 

The House is now in recess. 
Accordingly (at 10 o'clock and 38 

minutes p.m.) the House stood in recess 
subject to the call of the Chair. 

D 2335 

AFTER RECESS 
The recess having expired, the House 

Mr. McDERMOTT. Mr. Speaker, I was called to order by the Speaker pro 
was present during rollcall No. 72 on tempore (Mr. TAYLOR of Mississippi) at 
House Joint Resolution 22 and voted 11 o'clock and 35 minutes p.m. 
"yea." However, the RECORD indicates 
that I did not vote. 

GENERAL LEAVE 
Mr. DINGELL. Mr. Speaker, I ask 

unanimous consent that all Members 
may have 5 legislative days within 
which to revise and extend their re
marks and include therein extraneous 
material on House Joint Resolution 
222, the joint resolution just passed. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. WIL
LIAMS). Is there objection to the re
quest of the gentleman from Michigan? 

Mr. WALKER. Mr. Speaker, reserving 
the right to object, and I do not intend 
to object, I take the time simply to ask 
the gentleman from Michigan whether 
or not we are going to take some ac
tion with regard to enrolling the bill, 
so that it can be acted upon as quickly 
as possible? 

Mr. DINGELL. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. WALKER. I yield to the gen
tleman from Michigan. 

Mr. DINGELL. Mr. Speaker, I can ad
vise the gentleman from Pennsylvania 
[Mr. WALKER] that the Speaker has ad
vised me he is going to have the bill en
rolled just as fast as he can, get it to 
the Senate, and hopefully the Senate 
will act on it tonight so it will go to 
the White House at the earliest pos
sible moment. 

Mr. WALKER. Mr. Speaker, reclaim
ing my time, I thank the gentleman. I 
did not know whether we needed a 
unanimous request for hand enrollment 
or not. 

Mr. DINGELL. If the gentleman will 
yield further, I am advised that if we 
were to do that, we might actually 
slow the process. 

Mr. WALKER. Mr. Speaker, I do not 
want to do that. 

Mr. Speaker, I withdraw my reserva
tion of objection. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gen
tleman from Michigan? 

There was no objection. 

FURTHER MESSAGE FROM THE 
SENATE 

A further message from the Senate 
by Mr. Hallen, one of its clerks, an
nounced that the Senate had passed 
without amendment a joint resolution 
of the House of the following title: 

H.J. Res. 222. Joint resolution to provide 
for a settlement of the railroad labor-man
agement disputes between certain railroads 
represented by the National Carriers' Con
ference Committee of the National Railway 
Labor Conference and certain of their em
ployees. 

LEAVE OF ABSENCE 
By unanimous consent, leave of ab

sence was granted to: 
Mr. YATES (at the request of Mr. GEP- · 

HARDT), for today, on account of ill
ness. 

SPECIAL ORDERS GRANTED 
By unanimous consent, permission to 

address the House, following the legis
lative program and any special orders 
heretofore entered, was granted to: 

Mr. DREIER of California, for 25 min
utes, today. 

Mr. SOLOMON, for 15 minutes, today. 
(The following Members (at the re

quest of Mr. BACCHUS) to revise and ex
tend their remarks and include extra
neous material:) 

Mr. OWENS of Utah, for 5 minutes, 
today. 

Mrs. LOWEY of New York, for 5 min
utes, today. 

Mr. ANNUNZIO, for 5 minutes, today. 

EXTENSION OF REMARKS 
By unanimous consent, permission to 

revise and extend remarks was granted 
to: 

(The following Members (at the re
quest of Mr. RIDGE) and to include ex
traneous matter:) 

Mr. KLUG. 
Mr. DUNCAN. 
Mr. GoODLING. 
Mr. MCEWEN. 

Mr. SCHULZE. 
Mr. COUGHLIN. 
Mr. CRANE in two instances. 
Mr. LOWERY of California in two in-

stances. 
Mr. GALLEGLY in two instances. 
Mr. MCGRATH. 
Mr. CAMP. 
Mr. Goss. 
Mr. OXLEY. 
Mr. GEKAS. 
Ms. ROS-LEHTINEN. 
(The following Members (at the re

quest of Mr. BACCHUS) and to include 
extraneous material:) 

Mrs. KENNELLY. 
Mr. STARK. 
Mr. ERDREICH. 
Mr. HAMILTON in two instances. 
Mr. DONNELLY. 
Mr. CAMPBELL of Colorado. 
Mr. PENNY. 
Mr. TRAFICANT in two instances. 
Mr. SMITH of Florida in two in-

stances. 
Mr. KLECZKA. 
Mr. SKELTON in two instances. 
Mr. PALLONE. 
Mr. BERMAN. 
Mr. TALLON. 
Mr. APPLEGATE. 
Mr. MlNETA. 
Mr. LUKEN. 
Mr. LAFALCE. 
Mr. JOHNSON of South Dakota. 
Mr. WEISS. 
Mrs. SCHROEDER. 
Mr. DORGAN of North Dakota. 
Mr. MAZZOLI. 
Mr. WAXMAN. 

SENATE BILLS REFERRED 
Bills of the Senate of the following 

titles were taken from the Speaker's 
table and, under the rule, referred as 
follows: 

S. 248. An act to amend the Wild and Sce
nic Rivers Act to designate certain sements 
of the Niobrara River in Nebraska and a seg
ment of the Missouri River in Nebraska and 
South Dakota as components of the wild and 
scenic rivers system, and for other purposes; 
to the Committee on Interior and Insular Af
fairs. 

S. 740. An act to provide a new civil cause 
of action in Federal law for international 
terrorism that provides extraterritorial ju
risdiction over terrorist acts abroad against 
United States nationals; to the Committee 
on the Judiciary. 

ADJOURNMENT 
Mr. SWIFT. Mr. Speaker, I move that 

the House do now adjourn. 
The motion was agreed to; accord

ingly (at 11 o'clock and 36 minutes 
p.m.), under its previous order, the 
House adjourned until Thursday, April 
18, 1991, at 10 a.m. 

EXECUTIVE COMMUNICA-
TIONS, ETC. 

Under clause 2 of rule XXIV, execu
tive communications were taken from 
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the Speaker's table and referred as fol
lows: 

1101. A letter from the Secretary of Edu
cation, transmitting a notice of Final Prior
ities for Technology, Educational Media, and 
Materials for Individuals With Disabilities 
Program, pursuant to 20 U.S.C. 1232(d)(1); to 
the Committee on Education and Labor. 

1102. A letter from the Secretary of Health 
and Human Services, transmitting the Fam
ily Planning and 5-Year Plan reports for the 
two most recently ended fiscal years, pursu
ant to 42 U.S.C. 300a-6a(a); to the Committee 
on Energy and Commerce. 

1103. A letter from the Assistant Secretary 
for Legislative Affairs, Department of State, 
transmitting notification of intent to exer
cise authority under section 506(a)(2) of the 
Foreign Assistance Act of 1961, as amended, 
in order to provide international assistance 
in the Persian Gulf region, pursuant to 22 
U.S.C. 2318(a)(2); to the Committee on For
eign Affairs. 

1104. A letter from the Secretary of Com
merce, transmitting his notification that, 
pursuant to Executive Order No. 12730, for
eign policy controls will be expanded to in
clude 39 chemicals that can be used in the 
production of chemical weapons, pursuant to 
50 U.S.C. app. 2405(o)(1); to the Committee on 
Foreign Affairs. 

1105. A letter from the Office of Manage
ment and Budget, transmitting the CBO and 
OMB report estimating the change of outlays 
in each fiscal year through 1995 as a result of 
the passage of Public Law 102-26, pursuant to 
Public Law 101--508, section 1310l(a) (104 Stat. 
1388-582); to the Committee on Government 
Operations. 

1106. A letter from the Office of Manage
ment and Budget, transmitting the CBO and 
OMB report estimating the change of outlays 
in each fiscal year through 1995 as a result of 
the passage of Public Law 102-27 and Public 
Law 102-28, pursuant to Public Law 101--508, 
section 13101(a) (104 Stat. 1388-582); to the 
Committee on Government Operations. 

1107. A letter from the Deputy Associate 
Director for Collection and Disbursement, 
Department of the Interior, transmitting no
tice of proposed refunds of excess royalty 
payments in OCS areas, pursuant to 43 U.S.C. 
1339(b); to the Committee on Interior and In
sular Affairs. 

1108. A letter from the Deputy Associate 
Director for Collection and Disbursement, 
Department of the Interior, transmitting no
tice of proposed refunds of excess royalty 
payments in OCS areas, pursuant to 43 U.S.C. 
1339(b); to the Committee on Interior and In
sular Affairs. 

1109. A letter from the Administrator, Na
tional Aeronautics and Space Administra
tion, transmitting the second report on the 
extent to which Federal agencies are using 
the authorities vested in them by the Fed
eral Technology Transfer Act of 1986, pursu
ant to 15 U.S.C. 3710(b); to the Committee on 
Science, Space, and Technology. 

1110. A letter from the Secretary of Veter
ans Affairs; transmitting a draft of proposed 
legislation to amend title 38, United States 
Code, to delete the requirement that settle
ments of claims in excess of $1,000,000 on a 
construction contract be provided for specifi
cally in an appropriation law, and to provide 
instead that the Secretary notify the House 
and Senate Committees on Appropriations of 
const.ruction contract claims settlements of 
more than $1,000,000; to the Committee on 
Veterans' Affairs. 

1111. A letter from the Assistant Secretary 
for Fossil Energy, Department of Energy; 
transmitting a report on Candidate Sites for 

Expansion of the Strategic Petroleum Re
serves to 1 Billion Barrels; jointly, to the 
Committees on Appropriations and Energy 
and Commerce. 

[Omitted from the Record of April 9, 1991] 
1112. A letter from the Secretary of the 

Army and Acting Secretary of Agriculture, 
transmitting notification of the intention of 
the Departments of the Army and Agri
culture to interchange jurisdiction of lands 
and facilities surrounding Lake Isabella and 
Pine Flat Lake, CA, pursuant to 16 U.S.C. 
505a, jointly, to the Committees on Agri
culture, Public Works and Transportation, 
and Interior and Insular Affairs. 

PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS 
By Mr. ANTHONY: 

H.R. 1840. A bill to suspend until January 
1, 1995, the duty on N,N'-Ethylenebis(5,6-
dibromo-2,3-norbornanedicarboximide; to the 
Committee on Ways and Means. 

H.R. 1841. A bill to suspend until January 
1, 1995, the duty on 1,2-Dibromo-4-(1,2-
dibromoethyl)cyclohexane; to the Commit
tee on Ways and Means. 

H.R. 1842. A bill to suspend until January 
1, 1995, the duty on Tetrabromocyclooctane; 
to the Committee on Ways and Means. 

H.R. 1843. A bill to suspend until January 
1, 1995, the duty on certain chemicals; to the 
Committee on Ways and Means. 

H.R. 1844. A bill to extend until January 1, 
1995, the existing suspensions of duty on cer
tain chemicals; to the Committee on Ways 
and Means. 

By Mr. ARCHER: 
H.R. 1845. A bill to amend the Federal Elec

tion Campaign Act of 1971 to prohibit con
tributions by multicandidate political com
mittees and to limit contributions in House 
of Representatives elections from persons 
other than individual in-State residents; to 
the Committee on House Administration. 

By Mr. BALLENGER: 
H.R. 1846. A bill to suspend until January 

1, 1995, the duty on 3-amino-acetanilide-4-sul
fonic acid; to the Committee on Ways and 
Means. 

H.R. 1847. A bill to suspend until January 
1, 1995, the duty on 2,4-dinitroaniline; to the 
Committee on Ways and Means. 

H.R. 1848. A bill to suspend until January 
1, 1995, the duty on chloranil; to the Commit
tee on Ways and Means. 

H.R. 1849. A bill to suspend until January 
1, 1995, the duty on diazo-2,1,4-sulfonic acid 
and its salts; to the Committee on Ways and 
Means. 

H.R. 1850. A bill to suspend until January 
1, 1995, the duty on acet-p-anisidine; to the 
Committee on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. BARNARD (for himself and Mr. 
JENKINS): 

H.R. 1851. A bill to extend until January 1, 
1995, the existing suspension of duty on cer
tain piston engines; to the Committee on 
Ways and Means. 

By Mrs. BOXER (for herself, Mr. 
AUCOIN, Mr. BRYANT, Mr. SCHEUER, 
Mr. DEFAZIO, Mr. JONTZ, and Mr. 
STOKES): 

H.R. 1852. A bill to amend title 10, United 
States Code, to improve Department of De
fense oversight of special access programs; 
to the Committee on Armed Services. 

By Mr. BUSTAMANTE: 
H.R. 1853. A bill to provide for the duty

free liquidation or reliquidation of, and the 
refund of customs duties for, certain entries 
of tissue paper products; to the Committee 
on Ways and Means. 

By Mrs. BYRON: 
H.R. 1854. A bill to amend the Magnuson

Moss Warranty Federal Trade Commission 
Improvement Act to require that consumer 
product warranties include a statement of 
the availability from the manufacturer of 
spare parts; to the Committee on Energy and 
Commerce. 

By Mr. CARDIN: 
H.R. 1855. A bill to extend through Decem

ber 31, 1994, the suspension of import duties 
on synthetic rutile; to the Committee on 
Ways and Means. 

H.R. 1856. A bill to amend the Internal Rev
enue Code of 1986 with respect to the dis
charge, or repayment, of student loans of 
students who agree to perform services in 
certain professions; to the Committee on 
Ways and Means. 

By Mr. COUGHLIN: 
H.R. 1857. A bill to extend for 3 years the 

existing suspension of duty on Ala Pro; to 
the Committee on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. CRAMER: 
H.R. 1858. A bill to suspend until January 

1, 1995, the duty of Basic Blue 1; to the Com
mittee on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. DONNELLY: 
H.R. 1859. A bill to make a technical cor

rection with respect to the temporary duty 
suspension for clomiphene citrate; to the 
Committee on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. DORGAN of North Dakota (for 
himself, Mr. JENKINS, Mr. GRANDY, 
and Mr. MOODY): 

H.R. 1860. A bill to amend the Internal Rev
enue Code of 1986 to clarify the treatment of 
certain amounts received by · a cooperative 
telephone company indirectly from its mem
bers; to the Committee on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. DWYER of New Jersey: 
H.R. 1861. A bill to suspend for a 3-year pe

riod the duty on famotidine; to the Commit
tee on Ways and Means. 

H.R. 1862. A bill to extend the existing sus
pension of duty on D-carboxamide; to the 
Committee on Ways and Means. 

H.R. 1863. A bill to extend the existing sus
pension of duty on amiloride hydrochloride; 
to the Committee on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. GOODLING: 
H.R. 1864. A bill to amend the Internal Rev

enue Code of 1986 to allow small builders to 
compute on the installment sales method in
come from the sale of certain residential real 
property, and for other purposes; to the Com
mittee on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. GRADISON: 
H.R. 1865. A bill to suspend temporarily the 

duty on certain chemicals; to the Committee 
on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. HATCHER: 
H.R. 1866. A bill to suspend until January 

1, 1995, the duty on pyrmethyl alcohol; to the 
Committee on Ways and Means. · 

H.R. 1867. A bill to suspend until January 
1, 1995, the duty on TAC; to the Committee 
on Ways and Means. 

H.R. 1868. A bill to suspend until January 
1, 1995, the duty on metmercazole; to the 
Committee on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. HATCHER (for himself and Mr. 
COBLE): 

H.R. 1869. A bill to suspend temporarily the 
duty on fluometuron and IBTF; to the Com
mittee on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. JACOBS (for himself, Mr. 
LEACH, Mr. DELLUMS, Mrs. UNSOELD, 
Mr. PERKINS, Mrs. COLLINS of lllinois, 
Mr. RoYBAL, Mr. TOWNS, Mr. WEISS, 
Mr. CLAY, Mr. MOODY, Mr. DEFAZIO, 
Ms. PELOSI, Mr. MFUME, Mr. 0BER
STAR, Mr. RAHALL, Mr. BROWN, Mr. 
FRANK of Massachusetts, Mr. ED
WARDS of California, Mrs. ScHROEDER, 
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Mr. ACKERMAN, Mr. PAYNE of New 
Jersey, Mr. HAYES of illinois, Mr. 
CONYERS, Mr. AUCOIN, Ms. NORTON, 
Mr. OWENS of New York, Mr. FOGLI
ETI'A, Mr. MARKEY, Mr. STUDDS, Mr. 
WASHINGTON, Mr. LEHMAN of Florida, 
and Mr. KOPETSKI): 

H.R. 1870. A bill to amend the Internal Rev
enue Code of 1986 to provide that a taxpayer 
conscientiously opposed to participation in 
war may elect to have such taxpayer's in
come, estate, or gift tax payments spent for 
nonmilitary purposes; to create the U.S. 
Peace Tax Fund to receive such tax pay
ments; to establish a U.S. Peace Tax Fund 
Board of Trustees; and for other purposes; to 
the Committee on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. JENKINS: 
H.R. 1871. A bill to suspend temporarily the 

duty on Tralomethrin; to the Committee on 
Ways and Means. 

H.R. 1872. A bill to suspend temporarily the 
duty on Fenbendazole; to the Committee on 
Ways and Means. 

H.R. 1873. A bill to suspend temporarily the 
duty on halofuginone hydrobromide; to the 
Committee on Ways and Means. 

H.R. 1874. A bill to extend until January 1, 
1995, the existing suspension of duty on cer
tain sulfonaides; to the Committee on Ways 
and Means. 

H.R. 1875. A bill to suspend temporarily the 
duty on fenoxaprop-ethyl and fenoxaprop-p
ethyl; to the Committee on Ways and Means. 

By Mrs. KENNELLY: 
H.R. 1876. A bill to suspend until January 

1, 1995, the duty on ceramic (non-porcelain) 
mugs; to the Committee on Ways and Means. 

H.R. 1877. A bill to suspend until January 
1, 1995, the duty on imitation non-metal jew
elry; to the Committee on Ways and Means. 

H.R. 1878. A bill to suspend until January 
1, 1995, the duty on porcelain ornaments; to 
the Committee on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. KLECZKA (for himself and Mr. 
DURBIN): 

H.R. 1879. A bill directing the Secretary of 
State and the Director of the Foreign Com
mercial Service to appoint permanent cul
tural and commercial representatives to the 
Baltic States, to encourage the President to 
appoint a special envoy to encourage Baltic
Soviet negotiations, and to extend certain 
assistance to the Baltic States; to the Com
mittee on Foreign Affairs. 

By Mr. LAFALCE: 
H.R. 1880. A bill to increase the amount of 

deduction for health insurance costs of self
employed individuals; to the Committee on 
Ways and Means. 

By Mrs. LOWEY of New York: 
H:R. 1881. A bill to suspend until January 

1, 1995, the duty on vigabatrin, nitrazepam, 
and clobazam; to the Committee on Ways 
and Means. 

By Mr. McCURDY (for himself, Mr. 
CONDIT, Mr. HAMILTON, Mr. ZELIFF, 
Mr. LiviNGSTON, Mr. DICKINSON, Mr. 
SCHUMER, Mr. ENGLISH, Mr. BRYANT, 
Mr. HYDE, Mr. HANCOCK, Mr. MCCAND
LESS, Mr. PETRI, Mr. PAYNE of Vir
ginia, Mr. BLILEY, Mr. KLECZKA, Mr. 
BEREUTER, Mr. RAVENEL, Mr. FRANK 
of Massachusetts, Mr. SANTORUM, Mr. 
SWIFT, Mr. SKELTON, Mr. INHOFE, Mr. 
HARRIS, Mr. HOLLOWAY, Mr. RoW
LAND, Mrs. MEYERS of Kansas, Mr. 
PENNY, Mr. MCDERMOTI', Mr. SKEEN, 
Mr. ARMEY, Mr. SABO, Mr. SIKORSKI, 
Mr. OLIN, Mr. RoEMER, Mr. SLAT
TERY, Mr. BROOMFIELD, Ms. PELOSI, 
Mr. SMITH of Texas, Mr. TALLON, Mr. 
OWENS of Utah, Mr. BOEHNER, Mr. 
SANGMEISTER, Mr. FASCELL, Mr. 

KOLBE, Mr. GLICKMAN, Mr. CAMPBELL 
of Colorado, Mr. PEASE, Mr. GIBBONS, 
Mr. SHAW, Mr. RUSSO, Mrs. LOWEY of 
New York, Mr. SCHAEFER, Mrs. 
VUCANOVICH, and Mr. FROST): 

H.R. 1882. A bill to establish a commission 
to advise the President on proposals for na
tional commemorative events; to the Com
mittee on Post Office and Civil Service. 

By Mr. McEWEN: 
H.R. 1883. A bill to amend the Internal Rev

enue Code of 1986 to permanently extend the 
special employment tax treatment of certain 
family services providers; to the Committee 
on Ways and Means. 

H.R. 1884. A bill to amend the Harmonized 
Tariff Schedule of the United States to ex
tend the suspension of the duties on certain 
bicycle parts, and for other purposes; to the 
Committee on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. MARKEY (for himself, Mr. RIN
ALDO, and Mr. DINGELL): 

H.R. 1885. A bill to amend the Securities 
Exchange Act of 1934 to protect investors in 
limited partnerships in rollup transactions, 
and for other purposes; to the Committee on 
Energy and Commerce. 

By Mr. MINETA: 
H.R. 1886. A bill to terminate the effective

ness of certain amendments to the foreign 
repair station rules of the Federal Aviation 
Administration; to the Committee on Public 
Works and Transportation. 

By Mr. OBERST AR: 
H.R. 1887. A bill to suspend until January 

1, 1995, the duty on Peridur; to the Commit
tee on Ways and Means. 

By Mrs. PATTERSON: 
H.R. 1888. A bill to suspend until January 

1, 1995, the duty on Phospholan; to the Com
mittee on Ways and Means. 

By Mrs. PATTERSON (for herself, Mr. 
STENHOLM, Mr. PAYNE of Virginia, 
Ms. LONG, Mr. PENNY, Mrs. LLOYD, 
Mr. PARKER, Mr. LANCASTER, Mr. 
JOHNSON of South Dakota, Mr. WIL
SON, Mr. ZIMMER, Mr. HUGHES, Mr. 
BROWDER, Mr. SANTORUM, and Mr. 
VALENTINE): 

H.R. 1889. A bill to amend the Congres
sional Budget Act of 1974 to reform the Fed
eral budget process, and for other purposes; 
jointly, to the Committee on Government 
Operations and Rules. 

By Mr. PETERSON of Minnesota (for 
himself, Mr. OBEY, Mr. JOHNSON of 
South Dakota, and Mr. SANDERS): 

H.R. 1890. A bill to increase the minimum 
basic formula price for class I milk, to pro
vide payments to producers of milk that is 
not used for fluid milk products, and to es
tablish the solid content of packaged fluid 
milk products; to the Committee on Agri
culture. 

By Mr. ROE: 
H.R. 1891. A bill to extend until January 1, 

1995, the existing suspension of duty on cer
tain sulfonamides; to the Committee on 
Ways and Means. 

H.R. 1892. A bill to suspend temporarily the 
duty on N,N-dithio-di-(2,1-phenylene) bis 
benzamide until January 1, 1995; to the Com
mittee on Ways and Means. 

H.R. 1893. A bill to suspend temporarily the 
duty on dephenyl guanidine until January 1, 
1995; to the Committee on Ways and Means. 

H.R. 1894. A bill to suspend temporarily the 
duty on di-o-tolyl guanidine until January 1, 
1995; to the Committee on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. ROTH: 
H.R. 1895. A bill to repeal the United States 

prohibition on air transportation with South 
Africa; to the Committee on Works and 
Transportation. 

H.R. 1896. A bill relating to the tariff treat
ment of certain weaving machines for fabrics 
in excess of 4.9 meters in width; to the Com
mittee on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. THOMAS of Wyoming (for him
self, Mr. RoHRABACHER, Mr. Cox of 
California, Mr. KYL, Mr. BUNNING, 
Mr. GINGRICH, Mr. WALKER, Mr. 
DELAY, Mr. BALLENGER, Mr. HAN
COCK, and Mr. TAYLOR of North Caro
lina): 

H.R. 1897. A bill to limit. the growth in the 
number of civilian employees within each 
branch of the Government; jointly, to the 
Committees on Post Office and Civil Service, 
House Administration, and the Judiciary. 

By Mr. TOWNS: 
H.R. 1898. A bill to amend the Social Secu

rity Act to repeal the reduced Medicare re
imbursement for new physicians; jointly, to 
the Committees on Ways and Means and En
ergy and Commerce. 

By Mr. VALENTINE: 
H.R. 1899. A bill to extend until January 1, 

1995, the existing suspension of duty on Tfs 
Lys Pro in free base and tosyl salt forms; to 
the Committee on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. UPTON (for himself, Mr. 
BROOMFIELD, and Mr. CAMP): 

H.R. 1900. A bill to provide for the granting 
of asylum in the United States to nationals 
of Laos, Vietnam, Cambodia, and Burma who 
assist in the return to the United States of 
living Vietnam POW/MIA's; to the Commit
tee 'on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. VALENTINE: 
H.R. 1901. A bill to extend until January 1, 

1995, the existing suspension of duty on 
norfloxacin; to the Committee on Ways and 
Means. 

H.R. 1902. A bill to suspend until January 
1, 1995, the duty on keto ester; to the 
Committe on Ways and Means. 

H.R. 1903. A bill to suspend until January 
1, 1995, the duty on lisinopril; to the Commit
tee on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. RINALDO: 
H.R. 1904. A bill to suspend until January 

1, 1995, the duty on certain chemicals; to the 
Committee on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. VANDER JAGT: 
H.R. 1905. A bill to suspend until January 

1, 1995, the duty on certain chemicals; to the 
Committee on Ways and Means. 

H.R. 1906. A bill to suspend for a 3-year pe
riod the duty on certain sheet glass; to the 
Committee on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. VOLKMER: 
H.R. 1907. A bill to suspend temporarily the 

duty on oxalacetic acid diethyl ester sodium 
salt; to the Committee on Ways and Means. 

H.R. 1908. A bill to extend until January 1, 
1995, the existing suspension of duty on 
difenzoquat methyl sulfate; to the Commit
tee on Ways and Means. 

H.R. 1909. A bill to extend until January 1, 
1995, the existing suspension of duty on sul
fathiazole; to the Committee on Ways and 
Means. 

H.R. 1910. A bill to extend until January 1, 
1995, the existing suspension of duty on 
sulfamethazine; to the Committee on Ways 
and Means. 

By Mr. VOLKMER (for himself, Mr. 
POSHARD, Mr. WOLF, Mr. DEFAZIO, 
and Mr. JONTZ): 

H.R. 1911. A bill to amend the Solid Waste 
Disposal Act to authorize the Administrator 
of the Environmental Protection Agency to 
provide grants for the purchase of recycling 
equipment; to the Committee on Energy and 
Commerce. 
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H.R. 1912. A bill to amend the Internal Rev

enue Code of 1986 to provide a 25-percent in
vestment tax credit for recycling equipment; 
to the Committee on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. CARPER: 
H.R. 1913. A bill to suspend until January 

1, 1995, the duty on PCMX; to the Committee 
on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. MFUME: 
H.R. 1914. A bill to provide for the acquisi

tion and publication of data on police brutal
ity complaints, and for other purposes; to 
the Committee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. SPRA 'IT: 
H.R. 1915. A bill to suspend for a 3-year pe

riod the duty on omega-dodecalactam; to the 
Committee on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. WYDEN (for himself, Mrs. COL
LINS of illinois, Mr. ROYBAL, Mr. 
MARKEY, Mr. RANGEL, Mr. BEREUTER, 
and Mr. MCCLOSKEY): 

H.R. 1916. A bill to amend title XIX of the 
Social Security Act to establish Federal 
standards for long-term care insurance poli
cies; to the Committee on Energy and Com
merce. 

By Mr. ANDERSON (for himself, Mr. 
HORTON, Mr. RAHALL, Mr. RoYBAL, 
Mr. MURPHY, Mr. KILDEE, Mr. NEAL of 
Massachusetts, Mr. WOLF, Mr. 
MACHTLEY, Mr. LENT, Mr. WELDON, 
Mr. JONTZ, Mr. TORRES, Mr. POSHARD, 
Mr. DoRNAN of California, Mr. LAGO
MARSINO, Mr. KOLTER, Mr. HUTTO, Mr. 
STOKES, Mr. GoNZALEZ, Mr. RoE, Mr. 
MCCANDLESS, Mr. LEHMAN of Florida, 
Mr. DE LUGO, Mr. BUSTAMANTE, Mrs. 
BENTLEY, Mr. BILIRAKIS, Mr. STAG
GERS, Mr. 0BERSTAR, Mr. JONES of 
North Carolina, and Mr. DELLUMS): 

H.R. 1918. A bill to amend title 38, United 
States Code, to provide a service pension of 
$100 per month for veterans of World War I; 
to the Committee on Veterans' Affairs. 

By Mr. DINGELL (for himself, Mr. 
LENT, Mr. SWIFT, and Mr. RITTER): 

H.J. Res. 222. Joint resolution to provide 
for a settlement of the railroad labor-man
agement disputes between certain railroads 
represented by the National Carriers' Con
ference Committee of the National Railway 
Labor Conference and certain of their em
ployees; to the Committee on Energy and 
Commerce. 

By Mr. FOGLIE'ITA (for himself, Mr. 
KENNEDY, Mr. RIGGS, Mr. SKEEN, Mr. 
ANNUNZIO, Mr. HASTERT, Mr. 
RAVENEL, Mr. MCDERMOTT, Mr. 
RAMSTAD, Mr. CLEMENT, Ms. KAPI'UR, 
Mr. MCNULTY, Mr. LEVINE of Califor
nia, Mr. SCHEUER, Mr. HANSEN, Mr. 
ROE, Ms. NORTON, Mr. BONIOR, Mr. 
GUARINI, Mrs. MINK, and Mr. RAN
GEL): 

H.J. Res. 223. Joint resolution to designate 
September 17, 1991, as "Constitution Day"; 
to the Committee on Post Office and Civil 
Service. 

By Mrs. PA'ITERSON (for herself, Mr. 
GoRDON, Mr. RAVENEL, Mr. GooDLING, 
Mr. BENNETT, Mr. TALLON, and Mr. 
HUTTO): 

H.J. Res. 224. Joint resolution proposing an 
amendment to the Constitution of the Unit
ed States relative to contributions and ex
penditures intended to affect congressional, 
Presidential, State, and local elections; to 
the Committee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. SCHULZE (for himself, Mr. 
THOMAS of Georgia, Mr. RoTH, Mr. 
TANNER, Mr. MONTGOMERY, Mr. 
McDADE, Mr. LAGOMARSINO, Mr. DIN
GELL, Mr. HASTERT, Mr. JONTZ, Mr. 
WILSON, Mr. HANSEN, Mr. RoBERTS, 

Mr. YATRON, Mr. RAVENEL, Mr. 
POSHARD, Mr. OWENS of Utah, Mr. 
RAY, Mr. MARTIN, Mr. PETERSON of 
Minnesota, Mr. QUILLEN, Mr. FIELDS, 
Mr. STUMP, Mr. PAYNE of Virginia, 
Mr. MOLLOHAN, Mr. OBERSTAR, Mr. 
COSTELLO, Mr. MARLENEE, Mr. HUCK
ABY, Mr. FAZIO, Mr. YOUNG of Alaska, 
Mr. CLEMENT, Ms. KAPI'UR, Mr. KOL
TER, Mr. CAMP, Mr. HARRIS, Mr. 
HEFLEY, Mr. RANGEL, Mr. RoE, Mr. 
VOLKMER, Mr. PANETTA, Mr. CRANE, 
Mr. BAKER, Mr. RHODES, Mr. LAN
CASTER, Mr. JENKINS, Mr. BUNNING, 
Mr. LIVINGSTON, Mr. HATCHER, Mr. 
DICKINSON, Mr. BREWSTER, Mr. 
PAXON, Mr. GALLO, Mr. RAMSTAD, Mr. 
SANTORUM, Mr. GUARINI, Mr. DER
RICK, Mr. DELAY, Mr. HANCOCK, Mr. 
GILLMQR, Mr. JOHNSON of South Da
kota, Mr. SMITH of Oregon, Mr. MAR
TINEZ, Mr. FISH, Mr. SOLOMON, Mr. 
SUNDQUIST, Mr. ECKART, Mr. RAHALL, 
Mr. BROOKS, Mr. CLINGER, Mr. 
VANDER JAGT, Mr. KASICH, Mr. 
KOPETSKI, Mr. DoOLITTLE, Mr. 
CARDIN, Mr. GILCHREST, Mr. PALLONE, 
Mr. JEFFERSON, Mr. DE LA GARZA, Mr. 
DEFAZIO, Mrs. BYRON, Mrs. MEYERS 
of Kansas, Mrs. VUCANOVICH, Mr. 
OXLEY, Mr. REGULA, Mr. WEBER, and 
Mr. ZIMMER): 

H.J. Res. 225. Joint resolution to designate 
September 28, 1991, as "National Hunting and 
Fishing Day"; to the Committee on Post Of
fice and Civil Service. 

By Mr. STALLINGS (for himself, Mr. 
CALLAHAN, Mr. LARocco, Mr. MAR
LENEE, Mr. MORRISON, Mr. THOMAS of 
Georgia, Mr. VENTO, Mr. VOLKMER, 
and Mr. WYDEN): 

H.J. Res. 226. Joint resolution designating 
the month of June 1991 as "National Forest 
System Month"; to the Committee on Post 
Office and Civil Service. 

By Mr. LIPINSKI (for himself and Mr. 
KLECZKA): 

H.J. Res. 227. Joint resolution to designate 
October 1991 as "Polish-American Heritage 
Month"; to the Committee on Post Office 
and Civil Service. 

By Mr. LANTOS (for himself and Mr. 
BROOMFIELD): 

H. Con. Res. 127. Concurrent resolution 
calling upon the President to take action 
through the United Nations to bring Iraqi of
ficials, including President Saddam Hussein, 
before an appropriate international tribunal 
to be judged for war crimes and crimes 
against humanity; to the Committee on For
eign Affairs. 

By Mr. PENNY (for himself, Mr. 
MCCURDY, Mr. MOODY, Mr. BROWDER, 
and Mr. ANDREWS of New Jersey): 

H. Con. Res. 128. Concurrent resolution ex
pressing the sense of the Congress regarding 
the need for a new approach to controlling 
the growth of Federal spending and reform
ing the priori ties of such Federal spending in 
order to revive the progressive goal of na
tional fiscal policy; jointly, to the Commit
tees on Government Operations and Ways 
and Means. 

By Mr. TALLON (for himself, Mr. 
RoTH, Mr. 0BERSTAR, Mr. SWETT, Mr. 
BROWDER, Mr. ABERCROMBIE, Mr. 
LANTOS, Mr. JEFFERSON, Mr. LAN
CASTER, Mr. SYNAR, Mr. NEAL of Mas
sachusetts, Mr. RIGGS, Mr. BOEHLERT, 
Mrs. UNSOELD, Mr. LoWERY of Cali
fornia, Mr. HEFNER, Mr. QUILLEN, Mr. 
UPrON, Mr. CARR, Mr. DE LUGO, Mr. 
SKELTON, Mr. BATEMAN, Mr. BACCHUS, 
Mr. MAVROULES, Mr. RAVENEL, Mr. 

RAHALL, Mr. FUSTER, Mr. ZELIFF, Mr. 
HUGHES, Mr. HORTON, Mr. STENHOLM, 
Mr. GILLMOR, Mr. VALENTINE, Mr. AP
PLEGATE, Mr. JENKINS, Mr. HUTTO, 
Mr. CAMP, Mr. BOUCHER, Mr. GEKAS, 
Mr. BREWSTER, and Mr. SLAUGHTER of 
Virginia): 

H. Con. Res. 129. Concurrent resolution ex
pressing the sense of Congress that employ
ers resume normal business travel and that 
travel and tourism-related businesses inten
sify efforts to promote travel both to and 
within the United States; to the Committee 
on Energy and Commerce. 

Mr. EDWARDS of Oklahoma (for him
self, Mr. MICHEL, Mr. GINGRICH, Mr. 
LEWIS of California, Mr. HUNTER, Mr. 
MCCOLLUM, Mr. WEBER, Mr. VANDER 
JAGT, Mr. ARCHER, Mr. GRADISON, and 
Mr. SOLOMON): 

H. Res. 127. Resolution to amend the Rules 
of the House of Representatives, and for 
other purposes; to the Committee on Rules. 

By Mr. HASTERT: 
H. Res. 128. Resolution applauding the Ar

chitect of the Capitol and the Committee on 
House Administration for developing an ef
fective recycling program in the House office 
buidings, and supporting ongoing efforts to 
expand and update source separation andre
cycling in the House office buildings during 
the 102d Congress; to the Committee on 
House Administration. 

PRIVATE BILLS AND 
RESOLUTIONS 

Under clause 1 of rule XXII, private 
bills and resolutions were introduced 
and severally referred as follows: 

By Mr. LOWERY of California: 
H.R. 1917. A bill for the relief of Michael 

Wu; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

ADDITIONAL SPONSORS 
Under clause 4 of rule XXII, sponsors 

were added to public bills and resolu
tions as follows: 

H.R. 2: Mrs. JOHNSON of Connecticut and 
Mr. SAVAGE. 

H.R. 5: Mr. ROEMER. 
H.R. 34: Mr. BURTON of Indiana, Mr. KYL, 

Mr. GALLEGLY, Mr. JOHNSON of South Da
kota, Mr. SANDERS, Mr. SHAYS, Mr. HEFLEY, 
Mr. MILLER of Washington, Mrs. JOHNSON of 
Connecticut, Mr. Cox of California, Mr. MOR
RISON, Mr. HALL of Texas, Mr. HASTERT, Mr. 
EMERSON, and Mr. RoE. 

H.R. 44: Mr. WELDON and Mr. AUCOIN. 
H.R. 68: Mr. MACHTLEY, Mr. TRAXLER, Mr. 

SKAGGS, and Mr. GRAY. 
H.R. 77: Mr. GILCHREST, Mr. LIGHTFOOT, Mr. 

GILMAN, Mr. ROE, and Mr. HANSEN. 
H.R. 78: Mr. GEKAS, Mr. UPrON, Mr. MILLER 

of Ohio, and Mr. GRANDY. 
H.R. 81: Mr. HALL of Ohio, Mr. WEISS, Mr. 

HERTEL, Mr. SCHEUER, and Mr. ENGEL. 
H.R. 173: Mr. APPLEGATE, Mr. EVANS, Mr. 

RAVENEL, Mrs. UNSOELD, and Mrs. LOWEY of 
New York. 

H.R. 179: Mr. DWYER of New Jersey, Mr. 
GoRDON, Mr. STEARNS, and Mr. STALLINGS. 

H.R. 187: Mr. SHAYS, Mr. PAXON, Mr. OWENS 
of New York, Mr. MANTON, Ms. KAPTUR, Mr. 
JACOBS, Mr. CLAY, and Mr. KILDEE. 

H.R. 298: Mr. WEBER, Mr. SAXTON, Mr. MIL
LER of Ohio, and Mr. GILCHREST. 

H.R. 303: Mr. DWYER of New Jersey, Mr. 
CAMP, Mr. CHAPMAN, and Mr. MCCRERY. 
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H.R. 310: Mr. SMITH of Texas, Mr. Doo

LITTLE, Mr. QUILLEN, Mr. MACHTLEY, and Mr. 
SENSENBRENNER. 

H.R. 350: Mr. WILSON, Mr. SERRANO, Mrs. 
KENNELLY, and Mr. FISH. 

H.R. 351: Mr. BLAZ, Mr. JONTZ, Mr. 
RAVENEL, Mr. WOLF, Mr. MORAN, Mr. DWYER 
of New Jersey, Mr. BLILEY, Mr. THOMAS of 
Wyoming, Mr. SCHEUER, Mr. HUGHES, Mr. 
KYL, Mr. COSTELLO, Mr. DE LUGO, Mr. GoR
DON, Mr. HYDE, Mrs. MEYERS of Kansas, Mr. 
JEFFERSON, Mr. ECKART, Mr. FISH, Mr. 
WEISS, and Mr. DREIER of California. 

H.R. 352: Mr. HERGER, Mr. RoE, Mr. THOMAS 
of Wyoming, Mr. GALLEGLY, Mr. ZELIFF, Mr. 
FISH, Mr. COUGHLIN, Mr. SISISKY, Mr. MCNUL
TY, and Mr. SMITH of New Jersey. 

H.R. 371: Mr. JENKINS. 
H.R. 413: Mr. QUILLEN, Mr. HERTEL, Mrs. 

UNSOELD, Mr. DERRICK, Mr. SPENCE, Mr. 
JOHNSTON of Florida, Mr. LEWIS of Florida, 
and Mr. HAMMERSCHMIDT. 

H.R. 467: Mr. MARTIN, Mr. WOLF, Mr. 
STEARNS, Mr. BENNETT, Mr. KOLTER, Mr. 
ENGEL, Mr. LEHMAN of Florida, Mr. DIXON, 
Mr. HERTEL, Mr. BILBRAY, and Mr. JOHNSTON 
of Florida. 

H.R. 516: Mr. ACKERMAN, Mr. BROWN, Mr. 
MACHTLEY, and Mrs. UNSOELD. 

H.R. 539: Mr. DELLUMS, Mr. ENGEL, Mr. 
TOWNS, Mr. JEFFERSON, Mr. FOGLIETTA, and 
Mr. WEISS. 

H.R. 540: Mr. GIBBONS, Mr. KANJORSKI, Mr. 
STUDDS, and Mr. VALENTINE. • 

H.R. 559: Mr. SMITH of Florida and Mr. RoE. 
H.R. 565: Mr. SUNDQUIST and Mr. HERTEL. 
H.R. 587: Mr. CAMPBELL of Colorado. 
H.R. 652: Mr. LAGOMARSINO and Mr. CAMP

BELL of Colorado. 
H.R. 661: Mr. DELAY, Mr. DAVIS, Mr. FUS

TER, Mr. SCHEUER, Mr. HALL of Ohio, Mr. 
RAMSTAD, and Mr. GILMAN. 

H.R. 698: Mr. MARKEY. 
H.R. 699: Mr. MARKEY. 
H.R. 722: Mr. LAFALCE. 
H.R. 723: Mr. LAFALCE. 
H.R. 766: Mr. CAMPBELL of California, Ms. 

MOLINARI, Mr. TORRES, and Mr. WEISS. 
H.R. 768: Mr. HERGER. 
H.R. 811: Mr. ALLARD. 
H.R. 821: Mr. STOKES, Mr. BLILEY, Mr. 

GILCHREST, Mrs. MEYERS of Kansas, Mr. LA
FALCE, Mr. SANDERS, and Mr. SCHEUER. 

H.R. 826: Mr. SOLOMON. 
H.R. 827: Mr. LIPINSKI, Mr. BILIRAKIS, and 

Mr. PALLONE. 
H.R. 843: Mrs. LOWEY of New York and Mr. 

LEVINE of California. 
H.R. 908: Mr. FALEOMAVAEGA. 
H.R. 915: Mr. MARTINEZ and Mr. GRANDY. 
H.R. 916: Mr. ENGEL. 
H.R. 945: Mr. SOLOMON, Mr. MARTIN, Mr. 

RIGGS, Mr. FIELDS, Mr. MONTGOMERY, Mr. 
LIVINGSTON, Mr. GoRDON, Mr. MCEwEN, Mr. 
POSHARD, Mr. SMITH of Texas, Mr. HANCOCK, 
Mrs. MEYERS of Kansas, Mr. TRAFICANT, Mr. 
VOLKMER, and Mr. MCGRATH. 

H.R. 951: Mr. MCNULTY, Mr. SPENCE, Mr. 
BOEHNER, Mr. MARTIN, Mr. Cox of California, 
Mr. GILCHREST, Mrs. BENTLEY, Mr. SWIFT, 
Mr. SCHULZE, Mr. HOCHBRUECKNER, and Mr. 
CRANE. 

H.R. 961: Mr. ROE, Mr. FOGLIETTA, and Ms. 
DELAURO. 

H.R. 967: Ms. DELAURO and Mr. SARPALIUS. 
H.R. 1059: Ms. DELAURO, Mr. ENGEL, and 

Mr. GoNZALEZ. 
H.R. 1070: Mr. GINGRICH. 
H.R. 1093: Mr. DOOLITTLE, Mr. MCCLOSKEY, 

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts, Mr. ENGEL, and 
Mr. SARPALIUS. 

H.R. 1125: Mr. LAGOMARSINO. 
H.R. 1144: Mr. FISH and Mr. WEISS. 
H.R. 1155: Mr. FORD of Tennessee, Mr. 

KLUG, Mr. SANGMEISTER, Mr. JOHNSTON of 

Florida, Mr. lNHOFE, Mr. SIKORSKI, Mr. 
KOLBE, Mr. HANSEN, Mr. ROE, and Mr. MIL
LER of Washington. 

H.R. 1163: Mr. SANDERS and Mr. SCHEUER. 
H.R. 1197: Mr. EVANS, Mr. HERTEL, Mr. JEN

KINS, Mr. OWENS of New York, Mrs. PATTER
SON, Mr. SCHEUER, Mr. TORRES, and Mr. 
WOLPE. 

H.R. 1200: Mr. LANCASTER, Mr. WEISS, Mr. 
FOGLIETTA, Mr. FISH, Mr. LEHMAN of Florida, 
Mr. BACCHUS, Mr. HUBBARD, Mr. WAXMAN, 
Mr. OWENS of Utah, Mrs. JOHNSON of Con
necticut, Mr. BRUCE, Mr. HUCKABY, Mr. 
COSTELLO, Mr. MARTINEZ, Mr. BILBRAY, Mr. 
CONYERS, Mr. PICKLE, Mr. ENGEL, Mr. FORD 
of Tennessee, Mr. POSHARD, and Mr. LEWIS of 
Georgia. 

H.R. 1235: Mr. PETERSON of Minnesota, Mr. 
MURPHY, Mr. CARPER, Mr. ORTON, Mr. PAYNE 
of Virginia, Mr. FROST, Mr. WYDEN, and Mr. 
BUSTAMANTE. 

H.R. 1263: Ms. DELAURO AND MR. JACOBS. 
H.R. 1264: Ms. DELAURO and Mr. JACOBS. 
H.R. 1270: Mr. HYDE. 
H.R. 1292: Mr. CONDIT. 
H.R. 1325: Mr. BARRETT and Mr. EMERSON. 
H.R. 1330: Mr. JEFFERSON, Mr. ESPY, Mr. 

BOEHNER, Mr. SKELTON, Mr. BURTON of Indi
ana, Mr. SMITH of Oregon, Mr. GILLMOR, Mr. 
BRUCE, Mr. STALLINGS, Mr. BARTON of Texas, 
Mr. ALLARD, Mr. DUNCAN, Mr. STUMP, Mr. 
ANDERSON, Mr. CUNNINGHAM, Mr. SANTORUM, 
Mr. GORDON, Mr. VANDER JAGT, Mr. DOO
LITTLE, Mr. EDWARDS of Oklahoma, Mr. 
BARRETT, Mr. CRANE, Mr. WEBER, Mr. MORRI
SON, Mr. MARTIN, Mr. CLEMENT, Mr. SUND
QUIST, Mr. ROSE, Mr. WALKER, Mr. CAMP, Mr. 
BOUCHER, Mr. GRANDY, Mr. POSHARD, Mr. 
LIGHTFOOT, and Mr. STENHOLM. 

H.R. 1348: Mr. GEREN of Texas, Mr. RAHALL, 
Mr. RAMSTAD, Mr. WEBER, Mr. LANTOS, Mr. 
CRANE, Mr. SPENCE, Ms. OAKAR, Mr. GoRDON, 
Mr. EDWARDS of California, Mr. COBLE, Mr. 
KLECZKA, Mr. PETERSON of Minnesota, Mr. 
GINGRICH, Mr. SABO, Mr. WILLIAMS, Mr. 
DICKS, Ms. PELOSI, Mr. SWETT, Mr. McEWEN, 
Mr. MACHTLEY, Mr. RAVENEL, Mr. ABERCROM
BIE, Mr. JOHNSON of South Dakota, Mr. COM
BEST, Mr. BEREUTER, Mr. CHAPMAN, Mr. 
ENGEL, Mr. MILLER of California, Mr. WISE, 
Mr. LEHMAN of Florida, Mr. TALLON, Mr. 
JONES of North Carolina, Mr. GILLMOR, Mr. 
SANGMEISTER, Mr. SHAYS, Mr. HYDE, and Mr. 
RINALDO. 

H.R. 1360: Mr. ENGEL. 
H.R. 1406: Mr. GEJDENSON, Mrs. LOWEY of 

New York, Mr. CAMPBELL of Colorado, Mr. 
BONIOR, Mrs. UNSOELD, Mr. ABERCROMBIE, 
Mr. CRANE, Mr. DREIER of California, Mr. 
FIELDS, Mr. SAXTON, Mr. lNHOFE, Mr. WISE, 
and Mr. HERGER. 

H.R. 1421: Mr. BARTON of Texas, Mr. DREIER 
of California, Mr. RIGGS, Mr. KOLBE, Mr. 
DOOLITTLE, Ms. MOLINARI, Mr. JONES of Geor
gia, Mr. SANTORUM, and Mr. FRANKS of Con
necticut. 

H.R. 1439: Mr. HERGER. 
H.R. 1454: Mr. SIKORSKI, Mr. MAVROULES, 

Mr. SAWYER, Mr. MILLER of California, Mr. 
GLICKMAN, Mr. JONTZ, and Mr. LEACH. 

H.R. 1468: Mr. STEARNS. 
H.R. 1473: Mr. AUCOIN, Mr. KENNEDY, Mr. 

TAYLOR of North Carolina, Mr. TRAFICANT, 
Mr. ENGEL, Mr. CAMP, Mr. RAVENEL, Mr. 
GoNZALEZ, Mr. CHAPMAN, and Mr. SISISKY. 

H.R. 1476: Mr. JOHNSTON of Florida and Mr. 
VOLKMER. 

H.R. 1504: Mr. GoNZALEZ, Ms. SLAUGHTER of 
New York, Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts, and 
Mr. FOGLIETTA. 

H.R. 1572: Mr. ALLARD, Mr. BATEMAN, Mr. 
BREWSTER, Mr. GoRDON, Mr. EMERSON, Mr. 
!NHOFE, Mr. ANDREWS of New Jersey, Mr. 
TALLON, Mr. RAMSTAD, Mr. JOHNSON of South 

Dakota, Mr. WEBER, Mr. THOMAS of Califor
nia, Mr. MARLENEE, Mr. STUMP, Mr. 
MACHTLEY, Mrs. BYRON, Mr. EDWARDS Of 
California, Mr. BLILEY, Mr. WILSON, Mr. 
GOODLING, and Mr. SCHAEFER. 

H.R. 1629: Mr. VOLKMER and Mr. MILLER of 
Ohio. 

H.R. 1649: Mr. SERRANO, Mr. LEHMAN of 
Florida, and Mr. MANTON. 

H.R. 1667: Mr. YOUNG of Florida and Ms. 
ROB-LEHTINEN. 

H.R. 1676: Mr. BATEMAN and Mr. KOLBE. 
H.R. 1719: Mr. SKEEN, Mr. PORTER, Mr. 

DWYER of New Jersey, Mr. ROE, and Mr. 
SCHAEFER. 

H.R. 1753: Mr. CAMP. 
H.R. 1755: Mr. ARMEY, Mr. CAMP, Mr. HAN

SEN, Mr. SHAW, Mr. SUNDQUIST, Mr. PORTER, 
Mr. BARNARD, Mr. RHODES, Mr. GooDLING, 
Mr. Cox of California, and Mr. SENSEN
BRENNER. 

H.J. Res. 21: Mr. THOMAS of Wyoming, Mr. 
ZELIFF, Mr. KOLTER, Mr. SANTORUM, and Mr. 
lNHOFE. 

H.J. Res. 22: Mr. RoHRABACHER, Mr. ZELIFF, 
Mr. KOLTER, Mr. SUNDQUIST, and Mr. 
SANTORUM. 

H.J. Res. 66: Mr. DE LA GARZA. 
H.J. Res. 78: Mr. BURTON of Indiana, Mr. 

BILBRAY, Mr. DEFAZIO, Mr. MACHTLEY, Mr. 
DORNAN of California, Mr. LENT, Mr. THOMAS 
of Wyoming, Mr. RANGEL, Ms. MOLINARI, Mr. 
PANETTA, Mrs. LOWEY of New York, Mr. AN
DREWS of New Jersey, Mr. HORTON, Mr. LAGo
MARSINO, Mr. MCNULTY, Mr. BONIOR, Mr. 
LANCASTER, Mr. BILIRAKIS, Mr. ROE, Mr. 
MFUME, Mr. HYDE, Mr. MARTIN, Mr. VENTO, 
Mr. FISH, Mr. ENGEL, and Mr. WALSH. 

H.J. Res. 90: Mr. ALEXANDER, Mr. MCCLOS
KEY, Ms. SNOWE, Mr. FAWELL, Mr. JENKINS, 
Mr. RIGGS, Mr. RHODES, Mr. WOLF, Mr. 
MCNULTY, and Mr. DORNAN of California. 

H.J. Res. 103: Mr. ANDERSON, Mr. ANNUNZIO, 
Mr. BALLENGER, Mr. BARNARD, Mr. BENNETT, 
Mr. BLAZ, Mr. BONIOR, Mr. BROOMFIELD, Mr. 
CALLAHAN, Mr. CARPER, Mr. COOPER, Mr. 
COYNE, Mr. CRAMER, Mr. DARDEN, Mr. DEL
LUMS, Mr. DERRICK, Mr. DONNELLY, Mr. DOR
GAN of North Dakota, Mr. ECKART, Mr. 
ENGEL, Mr. ESPY, Mr. FAZIO, Mr. FORD of 
Tennessee, Mr. FROST, Mr. GEJDENSON, Mr. 
GINGRICH, Mr. GoRDON, Mr. GUNDERSON, Mr. 
HAMILTON, Mr. HANSEN, Mr. HOCHBRUECKNER, 
Mr. HOUGHTON, Mr. IRELAND, Mr. JENKINS, 
Ms. KAPTUR, Mr. KOLTER, Mr. LENT, Mr. LIV
INGSTON, Mrs. LLOYD, Mr. MCDADE, Mr. 
MFUME, Mr. MURPHY, Ms. OAKAR, Mrs. PAT
TERSON, Mr. RAY, Mr. SISISKY, Mr. SKAGGS, 
Mr. STUDDS, Mr. STUMP, Mr. SUNDQUIST, Mr. 
UPTON, Mr. VALENTINE, Mr. WALSH, Mr. 
WELDON, Mr. YATRON, Mr. CLINGER, Mr. OLIN, 
Mr. NOWAK, Mr. ANTHONY, Mr. RIGGS, Mr. 
RAVENEL, and Mr. TAUZIN. 

H.J. Res. 141: Mr. SANDERS, Mr. YOUNG of 
Alaska, Mr. GoNZALEZ, Mr. SWETT and Mr. 
JACOBS. 

H.J. Res. 143: Mr. CUNNINGHAM, Mr. Doo
LITTLE, Mr. GRANDY, Mr. HALL of Texas, Mr. 
HEFLEY, Mr. LEWIS of Florida, Mr. MILLER of 
Ohio, and Mr. PORTER. 

H.J. Res. 154: Mr. DOOLEY, Mr. WOLPE, Mr. 
MCCRERY, Mr. DYMALLY, Mr. FAWELL, Mr. 
LIVINGSTON, Ms. 0AKAR, Mr. 0BERSTAR, Mr. 
ANDREWS of Texas, Mr. CHANDLER, Mr. LOW
ERY of California, Mr. SCHULZE, Mr. MCCLOS
KEY, Mr. JENKINS, Mr. RHODES, Mr. STOKES, 
Mr. STUMP, Mr. FLAKE, Mr. WELDON, Mr. 
BRYANT, Mr. NEAL of North Carolina, Mr. 
HOBSON, Mr. SHUSTER, Mr. TAYLOR of Mis
sissippi, Mr. ATKINS, Mr. MORAN, Mr. COUGH
LIN, Mrs. UNSOELD, Mr. DOOLITTLE, Mr. ZIM
MER, Mr. GoNZALEZ, Mr. HALL of Texas, Mr. 
HALL of Ohio, Mr. JACOBS, Mr. SARPALIUS, 
Mr. SOLARZ, Mr. GoODLING, Mr. HAYES of illi
nois, Mr. ANDREWS of Maine, Mr. AUCOIN, Mr. 
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ASPIN, Mr. HAYES of Louisiana, Ms. MOL
INARI, and Mr. FOGLIETTA. 

H.J. Res. 171: Mr. SWETI', Mr. WHEAT, Mr. 
WASHINGTON, Mr. ECKART, Mr. PETRI, Mr. 
SARPALIUS, Mr. THOMAS of Wyoming, and Mr. 
SANTORUM. 

H.J. Res. 173: Mr. ACKERMAN, Mr. ANNUN
ZIO, Mr. ASPIN, Mr. BENNETI', Mr. BERMAN, 
Mr. BILBRAY, Mr. BOEHLERT, Mr. BONIOR, 
Mrs. BOXER, Mr. BURTON of Indiana, Mr. 
BUSTAMANTE, Mr. CHANDLER, Mr. CLAY, Mr. 
CONYERS, Mr. DANNEMEYER, Mr. DEFAZIO, 
Mr. DICKINSON, Mr. DWYER of New Jersey, 
Mr. DYMALLY, Mr. ENGEL, Mr. FAZIO, Mr. 
FISH, Mr. FOGLIETI'A, Mr. FUSTER, Mr. GIL
MAN, Mr. GoNZALEZ, Mr. GREEN of New York, 
Mr. GUARINI, Mr. HASTERT, Mr. HERTEL, Mr. 
HOCHBRUECKNER, Mr. HOUGHTON, Mr. HUGHES, 
Mr. JEFFERSON, Mr. JONES of Georgia, Mr. 
KENNEDY, Mr. KLUG, Mr. LAFALCE, Mr. LAGO
MARSINO, Mr. LANCASTER, Mr. LENT, Mr. LE
VINE of California, Mr. LEWIS of California. 
Mr. MACHTLEY, Mr. MARTINEZ, Mr. 
McDERMOTI', Mr. MCGRATH, Mr. McNULTY, 
Mrs. MEYERS of Kansas, Mr. MFUME, Mr. 
MILLER of California, Mr. MOODY, Mrs. 
MORELLA, Ms. NORTON, Mr. NOWAK, Ms. 
OAKAR, Mr. ORTON, Mr. PAXON, Mr. PAYNE of 
New Jersey, Ms. PELOSI, Mr. PICKLE, Mr. 
POSHARD, Mr. QUILLEN, Mr. RITI'ER, Mr. RoE, 
Mr. SCHEUER, Mr. SCHIFF, Mr. SCHUMER, Mr. 
SERRANO, Mr. SHAYS, Ms. SLAUGHTER of New 
York, Mr. SMITH of Florida, Mr. STARK, Mr. 
STOKES, Mr. THOMAS of Wyoming, Mr. 

TOWNS, Mr. TRAFICANT, Mr. WALSH, Mr. WAX
MAN, Mr. WEISS, Mr. WOLF, and Mr. YATRON. 

H.J. Res. 175: Mr. QUILLEN, Mr. VALENTINE, 
Mr. ESPY, Mr. BLILEY, Ms. KAPTUR, Mr. 
POSHARD, Mr. BALLENGER, Mr. DERRICK, Mr. 
HUCKABY, Mr. DEFAZIO, Mr. RoSE, Mr. 
HUGHES, Mr. FALEOMAVAEGA, Mr. GEJDENSON, 
Mr. WEISS, Mr. FOGLIETI'A, Mr. LEHMAN of 
Florida, Mr. LANCASTER, Mr. STARK, Mr. 
WALSH, Mr. DoNNELLY, Mr. JEFFERSON, Mr. 
OWENS of Utah, Mr. EMERSON, Mrs. UNSOELD, 
Mrs. BOXER, Mr. MATSUI, Mr. ROWLAND, Mrs. 
MEYERS of Kansas, Mr. RANGEL, Mr. HERTEL, 
Mr. MARTINEZ, Mr. ENGEL, Mr. ZIMMER, Mrs. 
LLOYD, Mr. JENKINS, Mr. HATCHER, Mr. 
DWYER OF New Jersey, Mr. FROST, and Mr. 
LEWIS of Georgia. 

H.J. Res. 194: Mr. Dwyer of New Jersey, Mr. 
MINETA, Mr. LAGOMARSINO, Mr. HOCH
BRUECKNER, Mr. DARDEN, Mr. MOLLOHAN, Mr. 
ROYBAL, Ms. PELOSI, Mrs. MINK, Mrs. BYRON, 
Mr. LEHMAN of California, Mr. UPTON, Mr. 
HASTERT, Mr. VOLKMER, Mr. BRUCE, Mr. 
STUMP, Mr. BREWSTER, Mr. ALEXANDER, Mr. 
DE LA GARZA, Mr. CARR, Mr. DERRICK, Mr. 
SPENCE, Mr. HUTI'O, Mr. SABO, Mr. SMITH of 
Iowa, Mr. MANTON, Mr. MAVROULES, Mr. MIL
LER of California, Mr. RUSSO, Mr. ANDREWS 
of New Jersey, Mr. RICHARDSON, Mrs. 
UNSOELD, Mr. SYNAR, Mr. MCNULTY, Mr. 
MORAN, Mr. JEFFERSON, Mrs. LOWEY of New 
York, Mr. VENTO, Mr. BROOKS, Mr. ANNUNZIO, 
Mr. TRAXLER, Mr. KLECZKA, Mr. SWIFT, Mr. 
DURBIN, Mr. KILDEE, Mr. TORRES, Mr. GLICK-

MAN, Mr. FROST, Mr. AUCOIN, Mr. GRAY, Mr. 
GoNZALEZ, and Mr. HOYER. 

H.J. Res. 209: Mr. ENGEL and Mr. KOLBE. 
H. Con. Res. 56: Mr. Cox of California, Mr. 

FAWELL, Mr. MOORHEAD, Mr. GEJDENSON, Mr. 
DAVIS, and Mr. KLUG. 

H. Con. Res. 69: Mr. HEFLEY. 
H. Con. Res. 103: Mr. HYDE, Mr. BURTON of 

Indiana, Mrs. BYRON, Mr. DELAY, and Mr. 
TRAFICANT. 

H. Res. 101: Mr. NOWAK, Mr. RAHALL, Ms. 
WATERS, Mr. SAVAGE, Mr. RAVENEL, Mrs. 
LLOYD, and Mr. PALLONE. 

DELETIONS OF SPONSORS FROM 
PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS 
Under clause 4 of rule XXII, sponsors 

were deleted from public bills and reso
lutions as follows: 

H.R. 1292: Mr. PANETI'A. 

PETITIONS, ETC. 
Under clause 1 of rule XXII, 
58. The SPEAKER presented a petition of 

the Legislature of Rockland County, NY, rel
ative to urging the Congress to enact a 1-per
cent surcharge on Kuwaiti rebuilding 
projects to benefit veterans' hospitals; to the 
Committee on Ways and Means. 


		Superintendent of Documents
	2016-09-12T10:35:37-0400
	US GPO, Washington, DC 20401
	Superintendent of Documents
	GPO attests that this document has not been altered since it was disseminated by GPO




